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Abstract 
 
In the seventeenth century, daily lives were shaped by religious observance; the Bible 
was the means by which the world was understood, and Biblical language was one of 
the most comprehensive tools of expression. However, religious orthodoxy was a 
hotly contested issue that pervaded political discourse and fired loyalties at all levels 
of society. This thesis therefore analyses the extent to which religious convictions and 
difference permeated the civil war armies and continued to drive soldiers’ actions 
throughout the First Civil War (1642-1646). Dedication to religious observance 
safeguarded the Christian soldiers’ immortal souls, but each side’s religiosity, and 
perception of the world, resulted in the use of religious doctrine to explain difference 
and validate violence against ‘God’s enemies’. 
 
Although providing evidence for the role of religion in both the Parliamentarian and 
Royalist armies, this thesis, at times, places emphasis on the Royalists due to their 
relative historiographical underrepresentation. While the Parliamentarian army has 
been viewed as deeply religious – ‘godly’ – there is evidence that the Royalist side, 
too, structured army life around divine services. It is also apparent that the high 
command on both sides undertook a determined campaign to disseminate the 
language of holy war to their troops. These ideas diffused through the civil war 
armies. They were reflected by the soldiers – those in high positions of power to those 
among the lower ranks – on military banners and in letters, diaries, and journals. 
Army chaplains played a fundamental role in shaping soldiers’ attitudes toward the 
opposing side, and it is through their military sermons that the rhetoric of religious 
war can also be gleaned. Using diverse forms of evidence, this thesis also examines 
military manuals; military articles (laws), and proclamations; the soldiers’ pocket 
bibles, catechisms, and Royalist prayer books; and newsbooks and pamphleteering to 
illustrate how religious convictions and difference affected the soldiers’ perception of 
the war. The religious war rhetoric within these sources had repercussions on the style 
of warfare. The civil war was more violent than previously thought, and six case 
studies of massacres demonstrate that extreme violence could be religiously 
motivated. Religion was crucial to the waging of war and religious violence had real 
and devastating effects for combatants and non-combatants alike. 
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Introduction 
 
On 26 August 1642, the Parliamentarian soldier Nehemiah Wharton said, as he 
inexorably marched toward the first major engagement of the English Civil War, we 
“will valiantly fight the Lord’s battaile”.1 Only four days earlier (22 August 1642), on 
a cold, rainy, and blustery day, King Charles I raised his standard to a small gathering 
of merely a few horse and foot; not the crowds of supporters he would have hoped.2 
War had been officially declared, but the following portents did not bode well for 
Charles. Not only was the royal standard hastily dug into the sodden dirt, it was done 
“with little other ceremony than the sound of drums and trumpets”. Adding to the 
ominous atmosphere, the standard was blown over during the windy night.3 These 
portents were a sign of the devastation that was to follow. Both sides felt the 
consequences of civil war keenly; this was a violent, hate-filled war, and a war to 
remember, and it has had resonance for generations since.  
 
Wharton’s statement demonstrates how war was perceived from within the armies, 
and the role of religion in the civil war. The civil war was waged in defence of ‘the 
true Protestant religion’; it was framed with theological principles, and understood in 
Biblical terms. An all-encompassing religiosity pervaded the armies, driven from the 
top down but ultimately filtering through the ranks. Religious difference drove the 
war and provided the negative and intensely provoking characterisations of the 
opposing side. By analysing the role of religion in the civil war, religious difference 
can be identified as a major cause of several massacres – at Birmingham, Hopton 
Castle, Bolton, Marston Moor, Naseby, and Basing House.4 
 
                                                
1 Henry Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer of the Earl of Essex’s Army, Written in the Summer 
and Autumn of 1642; Detailing the Early Movements of That Portion of the Parliament Forces Which 
Was Formed by the Volunteers of the Metropolis; and Their Further Movements When Amalgamated 
With the Rest of the Earl of Essex’s Troops,” Archaeologia 35 (1853): 317. 
2 Edward Hyde Earl of Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in England Begun in 
the Year 1641, ed. W. Dunn Macray (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 2: 289. 
3 Ibid., 2: 290. 
4 Please see footnote 4 in the Conclusion for a fuller list of atrocities and massacres in the First Civil 
War. 
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Religion was a driving force for how people behaved and what they believed.5 
Seventeenth-century English people were concerned for their immortal souls. 
Conduct on Earth determined whether eternity was spent in Heaven or Hell. Concern 
to ensure salvation was closely connected to religious unity. War could be seen as a 
God-sent punishment for England’s failure to observe ‘the true Protestant religion’. 
According to the Parliamentarians, Charles’s unpopular religious policies – reflecting 
the Episcopalian church structure and liturgy, as opposed to the growing popularity of 
the ‘reformed’ church structure – placed England’s salvation in jeopardy.6 Charles 
could be blamed for the maladies that had beset England, but to avoid the charge of 
treason, fault was levelled at his ‘evil counsellors’ for leading the king astray and 
toward a popish liturgy.7 To Royalists, the Parliamentarians’ challenge of royal and 
by association divine power, and their aims to alter ‘established’ religion, equally 
threatened the nation.  
 
Christopher Hill explains that religious belief was pervasive in the seventeenth 
century. As Hill notes, “Milton thought it a religious duty to hate god’s enemies, who 
were mostly his political opponents”. However, “when scholars laboriously 
demonstrate that Levellers or Milton or Winstanley were ‘primarily motivated by 
religion’, they have proved no more than that these thinkers lived in the seventeenth 
century.” Hill therefore critiqued ‘war of religion’ analyses of the civil war as 
“tautologous”.8 Beyond merely proving that the Parliamentarian and Royalist soldiers 
lived in the seventeenth century, this thesis will explain the consequences of their 
religiosity. The style of warfare, that understood in Biblical terms and driven by a 
divisive holy war mentality, will be analysed. A magnifying glass will be placed over 
the two armies, their print and sermonising culture, and the troops’ expression of holy 
                                                
5 Christopher Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution (London: Penguin, 
1993), chapter one. 
6 Robert Thomas Fallon, The Christian Soldier: Religious Tracts Published for Soldiers on Both Sides 
During and After the English Civil Wars, 1642-1648 (Tempe, Arizona: Arizona Centre for Medieval 
and Renaissance Studies, 2003), xi. It was later in the civil war that the concept of freedom in religion 
was applied. It was no longer the case that religious unity among Protestants was necessary for the 
state’s stability, and ‘coercion in religion’ was somewhat abandoned. According to Brian Manning, 
freedom in religion was one of the most important and revolutionary changes due to the English Civil 
War. Brian Manning, Aristocrats, Plebeians and Revolution in England, 1640-1660 (London: Pluto 
Press, 1996), 122; 140-41. 
7 Anthony Fletcher, The Outbreak of the English Civil War (London: Edward Arnold, 1981), xxii-xxiii. 
Patricia Crawford demonstrates that this was the initial position, but, by the time Charles was placed on 
trial, blame had shifted squarely to the king. Patricia Crawford, “‘Charles Stuart, That Man of Blood’,” 
Journal of British Studies 16, no. 2 (1977): passim. 
8 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, 34. 
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war to highlight the importance of religion and its potential to inspire extreme 
violence. 
 
The English Civil War, traditionally dated from 1642 to 1651, has inspired much 
scholarly debate and popular interest. Ann Hughes has explained the issue: as, 
arguably, the most studied period in British history, the civil war has caused the most 
controversy among historians and the public. “The civil war, in particular, still matters 
to us. We take sides and the views we take of the nature and origins of the civil war 
are often connected to our stances in the modern world.”9 It is perhaps unsurprising, 
then, that the civil war has been interpreted with social, political, and geographical 
analyses.10 As Hughes notes “[t]here are sharp disagreements, in particular, over the 
nature and importance of religious divisions”.11 Anthony Fletcher first concluded that 
few saw themselves belonging to one side or another, until they were divided by 
religion:  
religion was at the heart of it. The national debate about the Church was 
crucial to the process by which the political nation was becoming divided, 
the process which brought the emergence of two parties at Westminster 
and made civil war a possibility.12 
 
                                                
9 Ann Hughes, The Causes of the English Civil War, 2 ed. (New York: St Martin’s Press, 1998), 7. 
10 When the Whig/Tory parliamentary divide was created in the late-seventeenth and early-eighteenth 
centuries, the civil war was used to fight contemporary political battles. Interpretations of the civil war 
were characterised by the author’s sympathy with either the Royalist or Parliamentarian side. Whig 
historians used the civil war to make statements regarding liberty of religion and politics in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Nonetheless, there were complexities within both parties and both 
sides of the divide contained ‘radicals’ and moderates. Blair Worden, Roundhead Reputations: The 
English Civil Wars and the Passions of Posterity (London: Allen Lane, 2001), prologue; Ronald 
Hutton, The Royalist War Effort 1642-1646 (London; New York: Longman, 1982), xi. In the 
nineteenth century, the term ‘Puritan revolution’ was coined by Samuel Rawson Gardiner; the success 
of gaining liberty in politics and religion was viewed as a Puritan achievement. Gardiner noted that the 
religious convictions of both sides were the most compelling cause for war, but the fact that the 
Puritans had achieved liberty was more important than their religious beliefs. Hughes, The Causes of 
the English Civil War, 91. For valuable descriptions of Gardiner’s work, see Hutton, The Royalist War 
Effort, xii-xiii; Margaret Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 1639-1646 
(Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2004), xvi-xvii. In the twentieth century, alternate causes were posited 
through studying class, radical politics and religion, and county-specific circumstances. Hill has 
addressed the connection between radical politics and religion in ‘the English Revolution’. Using a 
Marxist framework, Hill argued that the civil war was a bourgeois revolution – the emerging middle-
class rising up against aristocratic oppression. Hill’s thesis is a strong position; there was certainly a 
drive for revolutionary social change and Hill’s sources are persuasively illuminating of one of the 
causes and outcomes of the civil war. Christopher Hill, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas 
During the English Revolution (London: Penguin, 1975); Christopher Hill, The Century of Revolution, 
1603-1714, 2 ed. (London: Routledge, 1991). This argument is also found in Manning, Aristocrats, 
Plebeians and Revolution in England. 
11 Hughes, The Causes of the English Civil War, 1. 
12 Fletcher, The Outbreak of the English Civil War, 124. 
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The disagreement over religion and politics was “wholly intertwined” by the end of 
1641. Fletcher proposed, “there is a real sense in which the English civil war was a 
war of religion.”13 
 
John Morrill sparked the debate with the now famous and often-quoted words: “[t]he 
English civil war was not the first European revolution: it was the last of the Wars of 
Religion.”14 Morrill noted that constitutional opposition to the king existed, but 
religion was the main issue that drove people to fight.15 Morrill later acknowledged 
that hyperbole surrounded his self-professed throwaway line, which was intended as 
an interesting way to end a conference paper; he did not anticipate the storm of 
academic debate that would follow.16 Morrill’s intention was to emphasise that events 
in England should be seen as ‘early modern’ and not ‘modern’, to put “a nail in the 
Whig coffin”. 17  Since the first announcement of England’s ‘war of religion’, 
historians have varied in the extent to which they agree or disagree with Fletcher and 
Morrill.18  
 
Few would disagree that the issue of religious difference was one of the most, if not 
the most, galvanising factor in deciding the civil war sides.19 Yet as Morrill later 
                                                
13 Ibid., 124; 417-18. 
14 John Morrill, “The Religious Context of the English Civil War,” Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society, Fifth Series 34 (1984): 178. 
15 Ibid., 157. 
16 “I did not write the lecture around that pay-off line; it simply came to me as I reached for a way of 
ending with a firework.” And now “I find myself contemplating a palpable historiographical instance 
of a law of unintended consequences when a throwaway line at the end of a paper” continues to 
reverberate over “a quarter of a century later.” John Morrill, “Renaming England’s Wars of Religion,” 
in England’s Wars of Religion, Revisited, eds. Charles W.A. Prior and Glenn Burgess (Farnham, 
England: Ashgate, 2011), 307. 
17 Ibid. Please see the discussion in footnote 10. 
18 Although conducting studies of religious observance in the civil war, some historians have distanced 
themselves from the debate and presented their work in a microcosm. Anne Laurence, Parliamentary 
Army Chaplains, 1642-1651 (Woodbridge, England: The Boydell Press for the Royal Historical 
Society, 1990); Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies. However, Laurence, in 
a later work, explicitly notes that the civil war formed part of the wider European confessional crisis. 
Anne Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms, 1642-49,” in The Sword of the Lord: Military Chaplains From the First to the Twenty-First 
Century, ed. Doris L. Bergen (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2004), 91. 
Barbara Donagan has addressed the historiographical debate, but steered clear of ‘war of religion’ 
conclusions. Barbara Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England, 1642-1649,” 
Journal of British Studies 33, no. 2 (1994): 120-23. In a later book, Donagan emphatically concludes 
that it was not a class war, a regional war, or a confessional war “comparable to the French wars of 
religion”. Although religion was an important cause, it was merely a ‘civil war’. Barbara Donagan, 
War in England, 1642-1649 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 1-2. 
19 G.E. Aylmer, “Collective Mentalities in Mid Seventeenth-Century England: I. The Puritan Outlook,” 
Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series 36 (1986): 3.  
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qualified: “‘[n]o scholar thinks that the European wars of religion were only about 
religion … [they] concerned competing visions of state formation’” and redistribution 
of power. However, “‘religious poles are the ones around which most other 
discontents are formed’”.20 Significantly, “it was force of religious belief, and the 
force of religious language that made possible” the civil war, but it was not the only 
issue of contention.21 Some historians have argued that England did not experience a 
war of religion because it was not waged solely in defence of religion; it was not 
expressed in exclusively religious terms, and it was fought through political 
institutions.22 Glenn Burgess argues that pro-Parliamentarian writers defended the war 
on constitutional grounds and did not argue solely for religious war unless explicitly 
noting that religion was established and protected by law. Religion was intentionally 
made inseparable from politics; “[t]he constitutional concerns of the Puritan 
pamphleteers were not an alternative to their religious concerns: they were the means 
of expressing religious concerns.”23 The civil war had to be waged through the 
political realm, exercising legal and constitutional language, because that was where 
                                                
20 Morrill quoting himself in Morrill, “Renaming England’s Wars of Religion,” 308. 
21 Ibid., 315. 
22 I.M. Green argues that the civil war was fought due to dissatisfaction with political institutions and it 
was waged through the same medium; thus, ‘war of religion’ does not apply. Green adds that, as war 
progressed, the importance of religion diminished. I.M. Green, “‘England’s Wars of Religion’? 
Religious Conflict and the English Civil Wars,” in Church, Change and Revolution: Transactions of 
the Fourth Anglo-Dutch Church History Colloquium, eds. J. van den Berg and P.G. Hoftijzer (Leiden, 
The Netherlands: E.J. Brill, 1991), 109-11. William T. Cavanaugh argues that the ‘myth of religious 
violence’ was constructed to act as “one of the foundational legitimating myths of the liberal nation-
state.” Because “the transfer of power from the church to the state was not the solution to the violence 
of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries” it cannot be seen as a religious war. Cavanaugh also 
questions the existence of ‘religion’ – a concept that he sees as indefinable because of its relativity as a 
social and cultural construct – and this concept’s effect on ‘religious war’. William T. Cavanaugh, The 
Myth of Religious Violence: Secular Ideology and the Roots of Modern Conflict (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2009), 4; 11-12; 57-59.  
23 Burgess suggests that the civil war pamphleteering was wholly secularised and asserted politicised 
defences of the Parliamentarian position. These tracts were mainly political, or at least, there were none 
that were entirely religious in nature. This was due to the writers’ reluctance to argue for a violent 
defence of religion; thus, they stated their cause in political terms despite clearly having religious aims. 
Burgess further argues that he was not “relying on the lazy argument that everything in the seventeenth 
century was religious” so the civil war was a religious war. Instead, he demonstrated that law and 
religion were intentionally combined to argue the Parliamentarian religious war position. Glenn 
Burgess, “Was the English Civil War a War of Religion? The Evidence of Political Propaganda,” 
Huntington Library Quarterly 61, no. 2 (1998): 197; 201. In contrast, Edward Vallance demonstrates 
that there were indeed purely religious tracts asserting holy war from the outset. These ideas originated, 
in part, from Scottish covenanting thought and diffused into the Parliamentarian side. Edward 
Vallance, “Preaching to the Converted: Religious Justifications for the English Civil War,” Huntington 
Library Quarterly 65, no. 3/4 (2002): 401; passim. The 1534 statute established monarchical rule over 
the church, creating the state-church. Glenn Burgess, “Introduction: Religion and the Historiography of 
the English Civil War,” in England’s Wars of Religion, Revisited, eds. Charles W.A. Prior and Glenn 
Burgess (Farnham, England: Ashgate, 2011), 23-24. Interestingly, those who argue against England’s 
war of religion emphasise the inseparabiltiy of church and state, and therefore the impossibility of a 
purely religious war. 
 6 
the religious problem lay, with the king’s power and ability to decide religious policy. 
In the case of England and its state church, it could never be purely a ‘civil war’ or a 
‘religious war’. The two types of warfare are not mutually exclusive in this instance. 
 
The relationship between church and state was symbiotic; to separate them would be 
anachronistic. Rachel Foxley cautions against anachronism and argues that 
contemporaries would have viewed the civil war as a religious war because it was 
waged to resolve religious orthodoxy in England. People were triggered by religion 
and justified their actions with religious arguments.24 Yet it was also a war about 
political power: parliament sought freedom from Charles’s ‘Personal Rule’, absolute 
monarchy, and religious impositions, and Charles defended his right to absolute 
power over church and state.25 Additionally, as Brian Manning demonstrates, a 
confluence of religious, political, and social concerns certainly drove the war.26 
Nonetheless, this thesis focuses solely on the role of religion in the armies, to 
elucidate the consequences of a theologically-justified war. It moves beyond the cause 
of war and how war was framed, to demonstrate the reverberations of religious war 
rhetoric throughout the conflict. 
 
Morrill has critiqued historians for discussing the religious cause of war without 
defining ‘religious war’.27 According to Charles Selengut, a religious war occurs 
when participants are compelled to join a conflict based on a Scriptural call to arms 
and their inherent religious duty. Participants engage in violence and mass murder for 
the sake of defending their religion, to enforce orthodoxy, or to gain salvation by 
appeasing their god.28 Selengut’s definition applies to England in the seventeenth 
century. Ius ad bellum (the just cause of war) theory was exercised to validate the 
civil war.29 Seventeenth-century religious men and soldiers wrote military manuals 
that formulaically asserted the just cause of war – those fought for religion – before 
                                                
24 Rachel Foxley, “Oliver Cromwell on Religion and Resistance,” in England’s Wars of Religion, 
Revisited, eds. Charles W.A. Prior and Glenn Burgess (Farnham, England: Ashgate, 2011), 210; 213. 
25 Ibid., 210; 213; 230. 
26 Manning, Aristocrats, Plebeians and Revolution in England, 4. 
27 Nevertheless, Morrill did not define religious war in his catalytic article, nor did he define the 
concept in his later book chapter. Morrill, “Renaming England’s Wars of Religion,” 308.  
28 Charles Selengut, Sacred Fury: Understanding Religious Violence, 2 ed. (Lanham, Maryland: 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2008), 15-16. 
29 Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms,” 90-91; Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 15-16. 
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dealing with the logistics of warfare. It was crucial to validate war, as God would only 
support combatants in a war that adhered to Biblical precedent. Military manuals 
expounded just war and the Biblical precedent of Christian soldiers, fighting for God, 
with His sanction and aid.30 It was recognised that “God is pleased to be called a man 
of Warre”, and just war was “the Lords battle.”31 There were other causes of just war, 
but the most lawful was that which was waged “for the protection of Religion, [and] 
defence against Heresie”.32  
 
Christianity forbids violence in the Ten Commandments, while simultaneously 
allowing war. 33  Although Christianity teaches love and peace it is inherently 
militaristic, evidenced in the plight of the Israelites in the Old Testament and their 
God-sanctioned battles.34 Importantly, just prior to the First Civil War, the army was 
viewed as “the Church Militant”.35 Selengut explains that holy violence is far from 
contradictory. In Christianity it is expected that there will be battles between good and 
evil, God and Satan. Religious violence is not ideal – violence is never desirable – but 
it is necessary to protect religion and God encourages war in its defence.36 ‘False’ 
                                                
30 Richard Bernard, The Bible-Battells. Or the Sacred Art Military. For the Rightly Wageing of Warre 
According to Holy Writ (London, 1629), 25-26; William Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the 
Sword,” in Gods Three Arrowes: Plagve, Famine, Sword, in Three Treatises (London, 1631), 209-10; 
Barnaby Rich, Allarme to England, Foreshewing What Perilles are Procured, Where the People Liue 
Without Regarde for Martiall Lawe (London, 1578), unpaginated. 
31 Bernard, The Bible-Battells, epistle; 25-26. Emphasis in original. 
32 This was a Royalist military manual, written in poem form. It added “maintenance of a Kings Right, 
in which consisteth the liberty of the Subject, and (by that consequence) the safety of a Kingdome”. 
Thomas Jordan, The Christian Souldier. Or, Preparation for Battaile (London, 1642), 2. Emphasis in 
original.  
33 Authors of military manuals faced the problem that the Old and New Testament were contradictory. 
Throughout the Old Testament, God is referred to as the Lord of Hosts (God of war), and examples of 
His encouragement, aid, and sanction of war are constantly reinforced. In the New Testament “hee is 
but once or twice at most called there the Lords of Hosts, more often the God of peace”. Bernard, The 
Bible-Battells, 11; 27. Emphasis in original. William Gouge was unapologetic in his favouring of the 
Old Testament over the New. To Gouge, the purpose of the New Testament was to set out the new 
“spirituall kingdome of Christ, and the spirituall government of the Church”, in contrast to the Old 
Testament, whose purpose was to demonstrate how the Church came into being through war. Gouge, 
“The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 210-12.  
34 Barbara Ehrenreich traced the militancy of the church to the fourth century, after the fall of Rome. 
The church had to embrace arms to survive, sanctioning warriors and their weapons due to instability 
in Europe. The church’s militancy was cemented with the Crusades (beginning in the eleventh 
century), which further evolved throughout the medieval period. Barbara Ehrenreich, Blood Rites: 
Origins and History of the Passions of War (New York: Metropolitan Books, 1997), 167-68; 171. 
35 William Gouge, “The Dignitie of Chivalry, Set Forth in a Sermon, Preached Before the Artillery 
Company of London,” in Gods Three Arrowes: Plagve, Famine, Sword, in Three Treatises (London, 
1631), 424. 
36 Selengut, Sacred Fury: Understanding Religious Violence, 1; 16. 
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religions must be removed, and this involves ‘acceptable’ violence. 37  The 
seventeenth-century military manuals exercised Biblical precedent to articulate that it 
was acceptable to kill God’s enemies. Significantly, since the sixteenth-century 
massacre of Protestants in France, ‘heretics’ were notably excluded from the rules of 
war – “no faith, nor lawes of warre are to be obserued to heretikes.”38 
 
Objections raised to England’s ‘war of religion’ suggest that the civil war was not a 
confessional crisis – Catholic versus Protestant. However, religious wars can be 
fought over religious orthodoxy among Christians, no matter the denomination. In 
England, Protestants fought Protestants due to the liturgical practises they observed, 
the composition of church spaces, the role of bishops, and especially the power to 
control the state religion. The opposing groups largely emerged contingent upon how 
they conceived of these important issues. Religious war was usually waged against 
“Infidels, Idolaters, and other open enemies of the Church”, but William Gouge also 
explained that just war could be waged against “Papists” because they “professe the 
Christian Faith, yet are Anti-Christians, the directest and deadliest enemies that 
Christs true Church ever had.”39 Margaret Griffin demonstrates that during the civil 
war ‘papist’ did not merely denote ‘Catholic’; the label was assigned to religious and 
political deviants. 40  Broadly, the Royalists held anti-puritanical views of the 
Parliamentarians, and the Parliamentarians held similarly strong anti-papal views of 
the Royalists.41 Both sides believed they fought for ‘the true Protestant religion’, and 
                                                
37 Ibid., 16. 
38 Matthew Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, Described Out of the Doings of 
Most Valiant and Expert Captaines, and Confirmed Both by Ancient, and Moderne Examples, and 
Precedents (London, 1593), 271. For more on the rules of war, please see Chapter Four. 
39 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 213. Emphasis in original. 
40 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 111-13. 
41 Yet these were “positions of shifting significance”, which were driven by propaganda. Michael J. 
Braddick, “Prayer Book and Protestation: Anti-Popery, Anti-Puritanism, and the Outbreak of the 
English Civil War,” in England’s Wars of Religion, Revisited, eds. Charles W.A. Prior and Glenn 
Burgess (Farnham, England: Ashgate, 2011), 145. ‘Puritan’ is a contested and nebulous term. In the 
seventeenth century it was used to define those who were not Puritans, as the label was used in a 
derogatory manner. G.E. Aylmer defined ‘Puritans’ as those who were against Catholicism, the papacy, 
and the pope, and viewed them as representations of the Antichrist. The Puritans saw vestiges of 
Catholicism in the Church of England and aimed at its reform. Aylmer, “The Puritan Outlook,” 3. 
Alexandra Walsham confirms that Puritans were largely concerned with religious reform of the Church 
of England from the sixteenth century. Walsham also highlights that terms such as ‘puritan’ and 
‘papist’ were amorphous. Alexandra Walsham, Charitable Hatred: Tolerance and Intolerance in 
England, 1500-1700 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006), 16-17; 26. Puritans can also be 
characterised by an internalised and intense religiosity, especially known for their godliness. Here I use 
the term ‘Puritan’ to denote those who sat on the ‘reformed’ end of the religious spectrum, as did 
Presbyterians and Baptists. ‘Established’ or ‘Episcopalian’ religious belief was the most common 
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therefore the opposing side could be perceived as religiously different. These views 
dehumanised the opposing side as the religious ‘other’ and ‘evil’, and may have 
caused civil war massacres.42 
 
Massacres were understood by combatants and non-combatants as acts of extreme 
violence that were not socially acceptable; the violence experienced during a 
massacre existed “outside the normal moral bounds of the society witnessing it.”43 
The word ‘massacre’ had contemporary resonance. It was utilised regularly within 
printed pamphlets that reported on civil war battles and sieges.44 Massacres were 
viewed by those who suffered from them – a massacre of Parliamentarians committed 
by Royalists, for example – as especially heinous. However, they could be viewed as 
troubling by the side responsible for a massacre; the Royalist massacre of 
Parliamentarians and civilians at Birmingham is particularly indicative of this.45 
Extreme violence – massacre or atrocity (excessive violence that did not result in 
death) – was certainly viewed negatively by those who experienced war in the 
seventeenth-century.  
 
Massacres are the one-sided killing of a group of combatants or non-combatants.46 
Mark Levene points out that they are either defined by the number of those killed, or 
by the severity of the violence enacted. Defining massacres by the numbers of those 
killed is problematic. Any number of people killed, either soldiers or non-combatants, 
can be considered a massacre in specific circumstances. Therefore Levene details that 
massacre occurs when one group has “the physical means, the power, with which to 
undertake the killing [of another group] without physical danger to themselves.”47 
Massacres are committed against those who do not have the physical power to protect 
                                                                                                                                      
opposite to ‘Puritan’ in England, but Catholicism sat on the furthest end of the religious spectrum, 
when viewed as a lineal and binary scale. 
42 Please see Chapters Two and Three for the development of these labels and how they were applied. 
See Chapters Four and Five for the result of this labelling and the creation of the religious ‘other’.  
43 Will Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” in The Massacre in 
History, eds. Mark Levene and Penny Roberts (New York; Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1999), 90. 
44 See in particular Chapter Four, and the reports of the massacre at Hopton Castle, in which the term 
was used regularly.  
45 See Chapter Four and the case study of Birmingham for the Royalist response to the Royalist 
soldiers’ actions at this massacre. 
46 Mark Levene, “Introduction,” in The Massacre in History, eds. Mark Levene and Penny Roberts 
(New York; Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1999), 5. 
47 Ibid. 
 10 
themselves. It is “a one-sided affair” and those who suffer the violence “are usually 
thus perceived of as victims; even innocents.”48 
 
Inga Volmer identifies four contexts in which massacres occurred during the Wars of 
the Three Kingdoms (1641 to 1653). Massacres were most likely to occur after a 
battle; following a siege; when besieged spaces were overrun in an assault, sack, or 
low-scale military operation (usually characterised by a quick and sudden action, 
which did not follow the usual conventions of combat); and when premeditated.49 
Massacres could be perpetrated in cold blood against defenceless people, or in hot 
blood during a battle or siege. Massacres committed in cold blood were universally 
disavowed, and those perpetrated in hot blood were, technically, permitted by the 
rules of war.50 Nevertheless, they could be viewed as equally abhorrent as cold-
blooded massacres, and those that blatantly eschewed the rules of war.  
 
The one-sided nature of massacres (their occurrence due to an imbalance of power) 
allows for massacres in military operations – even battles – and between two groups 
of soldiers. In the case of the civil war, there were instances in which large groups of 
soldiers were massacred during battle. At Marston Moor, Royalist soldiers were 
overpowered by a much larger force and killed, almost to the last man, in a situation 
where the motivation of the massacre was paramount to its definition and cause. The 
power dynamics of the battle shifted so as to render the Royalists unable to defend 
themselves. However, in this situation, the power shift was perhaps one of the reasons 
why the massacre could occur, yet the reason why it did occur was the underlying 
hatred of the ‘religious other’. As Levene highlights, although rules usually exist to 
govern soldierly misbehaviour and levels of acceptable violence in war, they readily 
broke down when commanders (and their charges) viewed the opposing side as ‘the 
other’.51  
 
Moreover, when non-combatants were killed in any number, it was viewed as cruelty 
and inhumanity. Public outcry could also ensue in instances where soldiers were 
                                                
48 Ibid. 
49 Inga Volmer, “A Sea of Blood: A Comparative Study of Massacres During the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms, 1641-53” (Doctor of Philosophy Thesis, University of Cambridge, 2006), 4.  
50 Barbara Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War,” Past & Present 118 (1988): 74; 
77. 
51 Levene, “Introduction,” 23. 
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killed after they had surrendered. Therefore this thesis treats extreme violence 
committed in hot and cold blood as a massacre, against either combatants or non-
combatants of any number; any one-sided killing that was morally unacceptable can 
be considered a massacre. 
 
The violence of the civil war has recently shifted into major focus.52 Historians 
previously concluded that the civil war was “uncommonly civil”, ‘gentlemanly’, and 
characterised by ‘codes of conduct’.53 Historians have analysed the regularlity or 
severity of massacres and atrocities in England, and explained their causes. 54 
However, civil war violence is regularly compared with the violence in Ireland, 
Scotland, and Europe in the same period. It is believed that “the English Revolution 
was not ... stained by the bloody violence that marked religious conflict on the 
continent”.55 England was “remarkably free from atrocities, largely because of the 
lack of ethnic or ideological differences”, and those who experienced extreme 
violence in England were most likely foreign.56 Mark Stoyle has since elucidated the 
ethnic differences that characterised the civil war. Soldiers fought in England from all 
corners of the British Isles and from Europe, and an atmosphere of xenophobia, and 
resultant violence, permeated the war.57 Yet, it has been suggested elsewhere that 
                                                
52 Ian Roy was the first to suggest that the civil war exhibited more similarities with Europe than 
previously accepted, and consequently, the civil war’s ‘gentlemanly’ character required 
reconsideration. Ian Roy, “England Turned Germany? The Aftermath of the Civil War in its European 
Context,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series 28 (1978): passim. 
53 Blair Worden, “Providence and Politics in Cromwellian England,” Past & Present 109 (1985): 141; 
J.S. Morrill and J.D. Walter, “Order and Disorder in the English Revolution,” in Order and Disorder in 
Early Modern England, eds. Anthony Fletcher and John Stevenson (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1985), 141; Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War,” passim. 
54 Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War”; Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct 
in the English Civil War”; Mark Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of 
Royalist Women at Naseby,” English Historical Review, no. 503 (2008). 
55 Morrill and Walter, “Order and Disorder in the English Revolution,” 141. Donagan suggests that the 
horrors of war were tempered by the rules of war – what she terms ‘codes of conduct’. Historians often 
conclude that the civil war was less destructive than the wars in Europe. Donagan, “Codes and Conduct 
in the English Civil War,” passim; Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 
103. A recent Cambridge PhD thesis has analysed massacres in England, Ireland, and Scotland, 
identifying the causes of extreme violence. However, it compares England with extreme violence 
elsewhere, which was “more brutal”. The links between the two civil war sides are emphasised – an 
‘imagined community’ “contributed to the comparative restraint” – and massacres in England only 
occurred in hot blood. See my case study of Hopton Castle in Chapter Four for an alternative view of 
this conclusion. Please see footnote 4 in the Conclusion for a list of the plethora of massacres in 
England, demonstrating the need to view England’s experience differently. Volmer, “A Sea of Blood,” 
229-30; 287; 291; passim. 
56 Charles Carlton, Going to the Wars: The Experience of the British Civil Wars 1638-1651 (London: 
Routledge, 1992), 260. 
57 Mark Stoyle, Soldiers and Strangers: An Ethnic History of the English Civil War (New Haven; 
London: Yale University Press, 2005). 
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combatants shared social, political, and economic links because it was a civil war, and 
this mitigated the ferocity of the violence. There was “an absence of ‘holy war’ 
justifications for a jihad against fellow Protestants and fellow English.”58 But there is 
evidence that religious difference dissolved these social, political, and economic links 
and there were indeed holy war justifications guiding the warfare. 
 
This thesis focuses on religious violence experienced in England in the First Civil 
War, in order to provide a balanced survey of how religion shaped the two armies and 
their conduct.59 The size constraint of this thesis calls for a smaller focus, but there are 
two other important considerations. First, historians have “made a strong case for 
treating the period of the First Civil War, 1642-46, as quite distinct from what came 
after”, which is especially the case for the Royalist cause.60 The Royalist army existed 
in its most complete form between 1642 and 1646. In 1646, the army was completely 
shattered, only regrouping in later years as a disparate force of Royalists and Scottish 
Covenanters, containing soldiers with vastly different reasons to fight.61 Second, the 
                                                
58 Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War,” 94. 
59 There have been general calls for more Royalist studies, and these have recently been met, but all 
who have exclusively addressed the Royalists have expressed concerns that they are in a stark minority. 
Paul H. Hardacre, The Royalists During the Puritan Revolution (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1955); 
G.E. Aylmer, “Collective Mentalities in Mid Seventeenth-Century England: II. Royalist Attitudes,” 
Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series 37 (1987); Hutton, The Royalist War Effort; 
P.R. Newman, The Old Service: Royalist Regimental Colonels and the Civil War, 1642-1646 
(Manchester; New York: Manchester University Press, 1993); Mark Stoyle, “‘Memories of the 
Maimed’: The Testimony of Charles I’s Former Soldiers, 1660-1730,” History 88, no. 2 (2003); 
Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies. Jason McElligott and David L. Smith 
call for more Royalist studies in “Introduction: Rethinking Royalists and Royalism,” in Royalists and 
Royalism During the English Civil Wars, eds. Jason McElligott and David L. Smith (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2007), 1-2. All contributions to this edited volume represent a current 
shift in historiographical focus. It is P.R. Newman’s anecdote that best describes the historically one-
sided approach to the civil war. One could stand on a stack of books dedicated to leading Royalist 
figures, and only might just succeed at peering over the stack of books dedicated primarily to 
Cromwell. Newman, The Old Service, 6. Therefore, due to a general historiographical 
underrepresentation of the Royalists, this thesis places, at times, more emphasis on their example. 
60 Newman suggests that in 1646 there was a general breakdown in the principles of the Royalist cause 
(a position that also applies to the Parliamentarian side). Newman, The Old Service, 3; 7. The binaries 
of the First Civil War – Royalists versus Parliamentarians – may not apply as strongly after 1646. 
Rachel Foxley, “Royalists and the New Model Army in 1647: Circumstance, Principles and 
Compromise,” in Royalists and Royalism During the English Civil Wars, eds. Jason McElligott and 
David L. Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 155-56. Conversely, Blair Worden 
has argued for the strongest existence of Royalism post-1649, especially in Royalist literature. Yet, 
notes it is always more clear what the Royalists fought against. Blair Worden, “The Royalism of 
Andrew Marvell,” in Royalists and Royalism During the English Civil Wars, eds. Jason McElligott and 
David L. Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 214. This applies to both civil war 
sides throughout the civil war; each comprised of soldiers and supporters with diverse attitudes and 
inclinations, holding either moderate and ‘radical’ views of religion and politics. 
61 In 1648, the Scottish Covenanting troops joined the Royalists. Military articles, soldiers’ prayer 
books, catechisms, military sermons, military banners, and soldierly personal reflections 
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violence of the civil war in England is often forgotten amid comparisons with other 
regions. In stating this, I do not eschew the severity of violence in Ireland, Scotland, 
and Europe. Yet comparisons of one with another, with the aim of demonstrating 
levels of significance, only serve to attenuate the experiences of those who suffered 
extreme violence. Although focused on England, it is clear that the civil war period 
was a catastrophe of British and Irish importance. Religious difference and ineffectual 
governance systems were systemic across the British Isles. War began in Scotland and 
ended in Ireland, and it was as much a religious war across all three kingdoms.62 The 
events in England were also greatly influenced by those in Europe, and thus this thesis 
does not reject transnational history. But, it is hoped that the focus on England will 
shed light on the seriousness of religious violence for victims and perpetrators – the 
English, Welsh, Scottish, Irish, European soldiers, and non-combatants – in England. 
 
Historians have previously focused on the years prior to 1642 to explain the religious 
causes of war. Yet, the initial cause of war resounded throughout the civil war. Thus, 
this thesis extends into the First Civil War and assesses how the war was waged, not 
just why it was fought. It will explain how the soldiers continued to express the 
religious drive for war, and the consequences of this style of warfare. Chapter One 
addresses the religiosity of both sides and concludes that the Royalist and 
Parliamentarian high command were concerned that their armies contained Christian 
soldiers. The Royalists have been viewed as irreligious or indifferent to religion.63 
The Parliamentarians have been stereotyped as “pious, disciplined, russet-coated 
Cromwellians”.64 These characterisations continue to be pervasive: the Royalists are 
still viewed as irreligious, and the Parliamentarians contrastingly hyper-religious. As 
                                                                                                                                      
onwards. These sources may also illustrate that the troops were similarly driven by religion, but it is 
beyond the scope of this thesis to elucidate the complexities of the Second and Third Civil Wars. 
62 The Wars of the Three Kingdoms can be dated from 1638 to 1652/3, or up until the Restoration. 
Carlton, Going to the Wars; Trevor Royle, Civil War: The Wars of the Three Kingdoms, 1638-1660 
(London: Little, Brown, 2004); Volmer, “A Sea of Blood”. Most historians recognise the ‘Britishness’ 
of the English Civil War, but their focus on England during a specific period is usually signposted as 
necessary for their theses. 
63 The Royalists were depicted as such in seventeenth-century propaganda. Griffin, Regulating Religion 
and Morality in the King’s Armies, xxiv. Popular stereotypes of the two sides were emphasised in the 
nineteenth century. Eliot Warburton shaped a “modern Cavalier cult” centred on Prince Rupert. The 
Royalists were often purely viewed in their “dashing cavalier mode”. Hutton, The Royalist War Effort, 
xii; Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 125; Eliot Warburton, Memoirs 
of Prince Rupert and the Cavaliers (London: S & J Bentley and Henry Fley, 1849). 
64 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 120; 125. The stereotype of the 
Royalist army, indifferent to religion and not having “possessed anything approaching crusading zeal”, 
has been perpetuated until recently. Newman, The Old Service, 2-3. 
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this chapter demonstrates, the military articles, proclamations, injunctions, and 
personal accounts such as letters and diaries, suggest that both armies had very similar 
aims regarding religiosity, and held divine service, prayers, and psalm-singing in high 
esteem.  
 
Alberico Gentili said “‘It is the nature of wars for both sides to maintain that they are 
supporting a just cause.’”65 Thus, Chapter Two assesses the role of the high command 
in cultivating a holy war mentality among the troops. The commanders-in-chief and 
army chaplains distributed holy war ideas to the troops within the soldiers’ pocket 
bibles, Royalist prayer books, and catechisms. There was commonality among these 
works, articulating just war and fighting the Lord’s battles, and Gentili’s summation 
rings true – both sides loudly asserted their just cause. 
 
Chapter Three utilises military banners (material culture) and written accounts to 
reach the attitudes of the officers, and to some extent, their troops. Jason McElligott 
and David L. Smith note the natural starting point to discover popular royalism would 
be in the Royalist army. Some historians have failed to look because they follow G.E. 
Aylmer’s “scepticism as to the validity of research into royalism among lower social 
groupings.”66 Nevertheless, popular allegiance in various English counties has been 
studied. In particular, David Underdown has indicated that, far from being “cannon 
fodder”, the common soldiers on both sides did join to fight a cause in which they 
believed.67 The officers’ and troops’ attitudes toward war should be determined as 
much as is practicable. They were, after all, responsible for the waging of war; there 
would be no religious war if there were no soldiers to fight God’s enemies.68 This 
                                                
65 Albercio Gentili quoted by Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 16. 
66 Although the editors draw attention to this, they called for further focus on the lower social strata in 
the Royalist armies. McElligott and Smith, “Introduction: Rethinking Royalists and Royalism,” 9-10. 
67 David Underdown, “The Problem of Popular Allegiance in the English Civil War: The Prothero 
Lecture,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth Series 31 (1981): 69. Stoyle has addressed 
the Royalist common soldiers and their post-Restoration petitions for compensation. The language 
within the petitions is particularly pertinent to this thesis. Stoyle, “‘Memories of the Maimed’: The 
Testimony of Charles I’s Former Soldiers”. Stoyle has also provided a detailed analysis of the 
complexities of popular allegiance within the one county – Devon. Mark Stoyle, Loyality and Locality: 
Popular Allegiance in Devon During the English Civil War (Exeter: University of Exeter Press, 1994). 
As this thesis forms a component of a larger project, it is in the vein of Underdown and Stoyle that this 
topic will be extended. Popular allegiance will be addressed in further detail than is possible here, and 
it will also include more evidence for the experiences of non-combatants, especially women. 
68 Ian Gentles has conducted work on the military banners and their religious messages, concluding that 
they can be used to argue for England’s ‘wars of religion’. Ian Gentles, “The Iconography of 
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chapter therefore analyses the iconographic backdrop of the civil war armies; the 
banners illustrate why soldiers fought and how they viewed the opposing side. 
Pejorative stereotypes, such as ‘papist’ or ‘Puritan’, were regularly depicted on 
banners, and demonstrate that a visible atmosphere of religious difference was present 
in both armies. 
 
Chapters Four (focusing on the Royalists) and Five (concentrating on the 
Parliamentarians) address the significance of army chaplains, their sermons, and their 
effect. Army chaplains fuelled the religious difference, sanctioning violence within 
their military sermons. By analysing military sermons, these chapters demonstrate 
that they were the most direct tool to disseminate religious war rhetoric and 
stereotypes of religious difference to the soldiers. The civil war was not entirely 
‘civil’ and religious difference was compelling for soldiers, resulting in massacres 
committed against the ‘other’. Each chapter examines three massacres utilising 
personal accounts, histories, newsbook and pamphlet sources (among other types of 
evidence), evaluating the circumstances of each massacre. Importantly, Sir John 
Oglander outlined that civil war violence had degenerated to the point where “it was 
no offence to commit murder” and “they would glory in their actions as if they had 
done a pious deed.”69 This is the crux of this thesis; when contemporaries killed in the 
civil war, it could be viewed as “a pious deed” because God’s enemies were killed. 
                                                                                                                                      
Revolution: England 1642-1649,” in Soldiers, Writers and Statesmen of the English Revolution, eds. 
Ian Gentles, John Morrill, and Blair Worden (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998). 
69 Sir John Oglander, A Royalist’s Notebook: The Commonplace Book of Sir John Oglander Kt. of 
Nunwell, ed. Francis Bamford (London: Constable & Co, 1936), 103. 
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Chapter One 
 
“[T]he service of Almighty God may be duly celebrated”1:  
Religious Observance in the Civil War Armies  
 
The Parliamentarian troops have been regularly branded as ‘zealous’, adhering to the 
expected religious duties of Christian soldiers. Some historians attribute this 
characteristic religious zeal to the creation of the New Model Army in January 1645.2 
The likelihood that religious zeal surfaced in the short space between the Earl of 
Essex relinquishing his command and Sir Thomas Fairfax heading the new army is 
minimal.3 There is evidence that the Parliamentarians were religiously motivated 
(perhaps preferable to ‘zealous’) from the outset. As the soldiers marched during the 
first weeks of war, Nehemiah Wharton recorded acts of iconoclasm, regular religious 
services, and the prevalence of ministers rousing the troops with military sermons.4 
Wharton’s experiences were not isolated to his regiment. The Parliamentarians were, 
on the whole, highly religious and conformed to the prevalent stereotype of 
“preaching, praying and psalm-singing soldiers inspired by their chaplains” from 
1642 to 1646.5  
                                                
1 King Charles’s 12 June 1643 proclamation titled: “A Proclamation for the inhibiting all manner of 
Oathes … strictly Commanding the due and constant frequenting of the Service of God, by all the 
Officers and Souldiers”. James F. Larkin, ed. Royal Proclamations of King Charles I, 1625-1646, 
Stuart Royal Proclamations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 2: 910.  
2 Leo F. Solt, Saints in Arms: Puritanism and Democracy in Cromwell’s Army (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1959), 91; Ian Gentles, The New Model Army in England, Ireland and Scotland, 
1645-1653 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), 120; Keith Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine: The New Model 
Army, 1645-1660 (Barnsley: Pen & Sword, 2005), 174. 
3 C.H. Firth and Mark A. Kishlansky argue that there is little difference between the Parliamentarian 
armies commanded by Essex and Fairfax. C.H. Firth, Cromwell’s Army: A History of the English 
Soldier During the Civil Wars, the Commonwealth and the Protectorate, 4 ed. (London: Methuen & 
Co, 1962), 35-36; Mark A. Kishlansky, The Rise of the New Model Army (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1979), 66-67; 73. 
4 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” passim. Peter Gaunt suggests Wharton represents the 
literate élite, despite his position in the urban artisan class, and not the rural landed élite. Wharton’s 
letters illustrate that the Parliamentarian army was “motivated by a strong godly or puritan zeal”. Peter 
Gaunt, The English Civil Wars 1642-1651 (Oxford; New York: Osprey, 2003), 63-64. Objection might 
be raised to the use of Wharton, due to his zealous attitudes and actions. Yet according to Godfrey 
Davies, “[h]e is typical of the early puritan volunteers, and his nine letters (covering the period 8 (sic) 
August – 7 October 1642) give a picture of the sort of men who served at the outset of war.” Godfrey 
Davies, “The Parliamentarian Army Under the Earl of Essex 1642-5,” English Historical Review 49, 
no. 193 (1934): 51. 
5 Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 76; Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in 
England,” 120; 124. Anne Laurence and Barbara Donagan argue that there were greater complexities 
within the Parliamentarian armies, and the soldiers were not one conglomerate mass of hyper-religious 
‘zealots’. Laurence expressed concern that a small pool of sources – Wharton, John Vicars, Robert 
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Patrick Collinson, like many historians, proposed that “the Civil War of the 1640s 
[was] a war fought on the parliamentary side by Christian soldiers”, but did not 
accord the same attitudes to the Royalists.6 Even P.R. Newman, focusing on the 
Royalist side, argues that “only one side” of the civil war – the Parliamentarians – 
“possessed anything approaching crusading zeal”. 7  Often contrasted with the 
Parliamentarians, the Royalists have been viewed as irreligious.8 Additionally, the 
religious pluralism of the Royalists, with adherents from both ends of the religious 
spectrum from Catholicism to Puritanism, is seen as problematic. Due to this 
heterogeneity, historians have been reluctant to pinpoint the role of religion within the 
Royalist armies.9 Margaret Griffin’s impressive work has addressed this deficit. 
Griffin focuses on the Royalist high command’s attempts to regulate religious 
observance in the army, and concludes that there was an official Royalist religious 
policy – that espoused a Protestant, Church of England ideal – actively enforced 
through military law.10 Griffin focused on the religious and moral policies of King 
Charles and his command structure, but “the actual behaviour of the soldiers matters 
little” to her study.11 By combining the laws with additional evidence for divine 
services, further comment on religious observance in the Royalist army can be made. 
From the outset, the Parliamentarian and Royalist high command instituted religious 
                                                                                                                                      
Baillie, Thomas Edwards, and Richard Baxter – are used by historians to suggest hyper-religiosity. 
Here I use a wider range of sources to present a fuller picture of Parliamentarian religiosity. The 
stereotype prevails and is supported by ‘anecdotal evidence’ (to use Griffin’s term) – letters and diaries 
– rather than the soldiers’ stereotypical representations within seventeenth-century histories. 
6 Patrick Collinson, The Birthpangs of Protestant England: Religious and Cultural Change in the 
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (London: Macmillan, 1988), 131. 
7 Newman, The Old Service, 2-3. 
8  The Royalists were portrayed as indifferent to their religious beliefs by the Parliamentarian 
pamphleteers. Griffin challenges the perpetuation of this concept and points out that most historians 
mention, at least in passing, that the Parliamentarians were religious zealots, yet the same has not been 
expressed of the Royalist side. Indeed, few have looked at both sides when making assessments about 
the nature of religion in the civil war. Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 
xi; xxiv. 
9 There were famous Puritans among the Royalists, such as Sir Edmund Verney, the king’s standard 
bearer (addressed in Chapter Three), and of course, Richard Atkyns, the “Praying Captain” (see 
below), to name but a few. There were also numerous Catholics among the Royalist side, notably the 
Marquess of Winchester (discussed in Chapter Five) and Sir John Smith (mentioned in Chapter Three), 
again, to name only a few. For more on the religious beliefs of the Royalist commanders, see Newman, 
The Old Service, passim. 
10 Griffin’s Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies is an exciting and thoroughly 
researched monograph. Griffin has uncovered a vast number of Royalist military articles and 
articulated a new way of viewing religion in the Royalist army. Much deference is therefore due to 
Griffin for her work. 
11 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 132. 
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practices among their soldiers, and it was this atmosphere of religiosity that acted as a 
foundation for the crusading zeal of the civil war. 
 
“Almightie God [was] reverently served”12:  
Religious Observance in the Military Articles 
It was crucial for seventeenth-century armies to regulate religious observance in order 
to foster Christian soldiers. Sir James Turner, a civil war mercenary soldier, stipulated 
that when creating an army the general practice was to “First” ensure that “strict Laws 
are made for the observance of Religious Duties”.13 The military laws were used by 
the command structure to regulate divine worship. Military laws also regulated 
general military discipline, defining misbehaviour and outlining subsequent 
punishments for soldiers.14 The military laws were drafted with memorability in mind. 
Officers on both sides received printed copies and were required to read the laws 
aloud to the troops once a week.15 Military laws had an important function in 
fostering behaviours within each army.   
 
King Charles personally led his army as commander-in-chief and all military articles 
were his own device, albeit through consultation with his war council (consisting of 
military commanders, chaplains, and courtiers).16 Charles’s major input in these 
articles is evident, as his ‘royal voice’ is common, and his aims for army conduct – 
especially regarding religion – clearly reflected his wider policies. All articles not 
only covered Charles’s own Oxford Army, but also the regional Royalist armies. The 
                                                
12 Robert Devereux Earl of Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September] (London, 1642), 
unpaginated. 
13 Sir James Turner, Pallas Armata: Military Essayes of the Ancient Grecian, Roman, and Modern Art 
of War (London, 1683), 203. Turner served as a mercenary in the Thirty Years’ War and in the Scottish 
army that fought for the Parliamentarian side during the First Civil War. In the Second and Third Civil 
War, Turner changed sides and fought for the Royalists. See David Stevenson, “Turner, Sir James (b. 
c.1615, d. in or after 1689),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2004). Although Turner’s manual was printed post-civil war, it was most likely influenced by his 
time in civil war armies and does provide insight into how they functioned. 
14 Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 144. Donagan has produced much important work in this 
area. Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War”; Donagan, “Atrocity, War Crime, and 
Treason in the English Civil War,” American Historical Review 99, no. 4 (1994). 
15 Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War,” 84. See the king’s and parliament’s 
military articles from 1642 to 1646, which all specify that the articles must be read aloud at least once a 
week and at rendezvous. See footnotes 18 and 20 for a full list of the military articles for the Royalist 
side and footnotes 12 and 26 for the Parliamentarian side. Although the articles specified once a week, 
Charles’s 12 June 1643 proclamation stated that they were to be read aloud to the troops “every Second 
Sunday”. Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 911. 
16 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 84-85. 
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Earl of Newcastle’s Northern Army was an exception, with articles specific to his 
own troops and command. Yet, even these were drafted and published by Charles 
according to his own view of army governance.17 
 
The first set of Royalist military articles was authorised by Charles on 28 August 
1642, only six days after the standard was raised at Nottingham.18 When Charles’s 
troops first assembled at Wellington near Shrewsbury, on 19 September 1642, Charles 
ordered the articles “to be read at the head of each regiment”.19 In the article’s 
preamble, Charles explained to his troops that he was  
compelled to Our great griefe, to raise an Army for the chastising and 
suppressing of certain Our Disloyall and Rebellious Subjects, who casting 
away all fear of God from before their eyes, have taken up Armes, and 
levied war against Us their naturall Liege Lord.20   
 
Charles set the tone for his army by defining the opposition as ‘godless’ because they 
cast “all fear of God from before their eyes” and rebelled against the king. The 
Royalists were their antithesis and ‘godly’ for fighting with God’s sanction to protect 
the monarch. The Royalists published six successive military articles from 1642 to 
1644. 21  The constant revision of religious duties illustrates that Charles was 
                                                
17 Ibid., 86. For a detailed discussion of the regional armies and their generals see Hutton, The Royalist 
War Effort, passim. 
18 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles Established by His Majestie (York, 1642), 16. These articles 
predate the Parliamentarian equivalent by two weeks. 
19 Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion, 2: 311-12. 
20 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1642], 1. The preamble – stating the cause of war – is 
repeated in Charles’s other military articles for each year, the only addition being “by open hostility 
[the Parliamentarians] have robbed, and spoyled many of Our Loyall and Loving Subjects, in sundry 
places of this Our Realme of England … in a Barbarous, and inhumane way.” For this amendment see 
Charles I, Military Orders and Articles Established by His Maiesty [Madan 1210] (Oxford, 1643), 1; 
Charles I, Military Orders and Articles Established by His Majesty [Madan 1211] (Oxford, 1643), 1; 
Charles I, Military Orders, and Articles, Established by His Maiestie [Madan 1212] (Oxford, 1643), 
unpaginated; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles Established by His Majesty (Oxford, 1644), 1. 
The only articles that do not contain this amendment and preamble are Charles I, Orders and 
Institutions of War, Made and Ordained by His Maiesty ([London ?] 1642). 
21 See footnote 20 above. The 1642 articles are scarce in detail, with only eighty individual laws. The 
January 1643 articles (Madan 1210) – those whose date is questioned by Griffin – were expanded to 
153 articles, regulating religious observance and army chaplains in greater detail. The January 1643 
(Madan 1211) and February 1643 (Madan 1212) articles return to the brevity of those from 1642, with 
only eighty-two laws and less detail regarding religious observance. The last set of articles from 1644 
return to a thoroughness with which religion is regulated, updated to 153 separate articles. Here I 
follow Falconer Madan’s dating as I am not completely persuaded by Griffin’s argument. Falconer 
Madan, Oxford Books: A Bibliography of Printed Works Relating to the University and the City of 
Oxford (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912), 2: 217-18. Griffin suggests that ‘Madan 1210’ does not fit 
within a lineal progression toward a thorough set of laws; instead, they were printed in March 1644. 
Griffin’s suggested dating scheme is: the 1642 articles, Madan 1211, 1212, then Madan 1210, and last, 
the 1644 articles. Griffin suggests that Prince Rupert created Madan 1210 for his new army in 1644, 
yet this level of control had not previously been allowed of Charles’s major-generals. Griffin also 
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concerned to marshal a Christian army. Charles believed strongly in the rightness of 
his cause, and “its sacred character”. Charles and his commanders, aware of “the 
Protestant crusade of the great Gustavus Adolphus”, saw the benefit of having a godly 
army.22 
 
Charles’s preamble, and his later military law revisions, created the ideal for his army 
and its behaviour; in his pious eyes it was a Christian army, sanctioned by God, and 
governed by Christian and moral conduct. Charles was a devout man; Mark Bence-
Jones notes that “the two central principles of his life, [were] his prerogative and his 
religion.”23 Sir Henry Slingsby and Richard Symonds (Royalist soldiers) paint a 
picture of a spiritual monarch; Charles observed Tuesday fast sermons, and attended 
regular prayers and sermons while on the march.24 Charles was deeply concerned with 
proper Christian conduct, not just his own, but also his soldiers. 
 
The Parliamentarian military articles were mainly issued by the commander-in-chief, 
Essex, and covered all Parliamentarian forces. The first set of laws were published on 
12 September 1642, and these, like Charles’s at Shrewsbury, were read aloud to 
                                                                                                                                      
refers to Charles’s 12 June 1643 proclamation and that it “begins by reiterating the established 
regulations” but then creates new ideals for religious observance. Griffin, Regulating Religion and 
Morality in the King’s Armies, 83; 89-97; 131. Charles expressly commanded that his proclamation 
was to be followed “according to the Lawes made in that behalfe”; the regulations in the proclamation 
had already existed. Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 910-11. Some of the rules that were reiterated are 
not found within the 1642 articles, Madan 1211, and Madan 1212. Thus the reiterated orders are not 
found in any other set of military articles except for Madan 1210, before June 1643. Madan 1210 
seems to predate the proclamation. Why, then, were Madan 1210 so detailed, while the two following 
editions were not? It may be the case that they were issued quickly, or mistakenly. Alternatively, they 
may have been purposefully contracted for ease of use because the Madan 1210 articles were too long 
to be practicable, and then further expanded in 1644 because the soldiers needed further moral and 
religious guidance and structure. Or, it could be that Madan 1211 and 1212 were printed earlier. 
Evidently, there is still much room for further analysis of these articles. 
22 Ian Roy, “Royalist Reputations: The Cavalier Ideal and the Reality,” in Royalists and Royalism 
During the English Civil Wars, eds. Jason McElligott and David L. Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007), 97-98. 
23 Mark Bence-Jones, The Cavaliers (London: Constable, 1976), 9. 
24 Sir Henry Slingsby, The Diary of Sir Henry Slingsby of Scriven Bart, ed. Rev. Daniel Parsons 
(London: Longman, Brown, and Green, 1836), 155-56; Richard Symonds, Diary of the Marches of the 
Royal Army During the Great Civil War; Kept by Richard Symonds, ed. Charles Edward Long 
(London: Camden Society, 1859), 15. Charles’s piety is seen especially in his letters to Queen 
Henrietta Maria. Henrietta advised Charles to make concessions with parliament on matters of religion. 
Refusing to waver on his own Episcopalian beliefs, even though he was imprisoned and had little hope 
for freedom unless he negotiated, Charles defended his view of the Church of England to his death. 
John Bruce, ed. Letters of King Charles the First to Queen Henrietta Maria (London: Camden Society, 
1856), 24; 71; 74; 86-87. The Parliamentarian soldier, Thomas Juxon, provides Charles’s explanation, 
“The king told them [the Scottish army] he was divided in pieces: England had his revenue, the Scots 
his body, but God his conscience.” Thomas Juxon, The Journal of Thomas Juxon, 1644–1647, eds. 
Keith Lindley and David Scott (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 123. 
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Essex’s troops. 25  Anne Laurence describes Essex’s 1642 articles as “the only 
disciplinary code for the parliamentary forces during the civil war”, but more articles 
have since come to light and there were at least six separate articles published from 
1642 to 1646.26 The same preamble, defining the army as godly, is not found in the 
Parliamentarian articles. Additionally, all Parliamentarian articles show very little 
development of soldierly religious duties (in comparison to the Royalist military 
articles), but this may be due to the internalised and individualistic nature of reformed 
religion.27 
 
There is little difference in structure for the Royalist and Parliamentarian military 
articles when addressing “Duties to GOD”.28 Formulaically, each set of military 
articles dealt with duties to God first, with military practices – such as repairing to the 
colours, watch duty, and obedience – only addressed after the religious and moral 
concerns were thoroughly defined. The first article dealt with blasphemy, abusing 
God’s name, or the “known Articles of Christian Faith”, which was strictly 
forbidden.29 The second article forbade swearing – different to ‘blasphemy’, which 
                                                
25 On Thursday 15 September at Coventry, “our regiment met again, when those famous lawes for our 
army were read and expounded”; not only were they read aloud, but they were also explained in detail 
Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 324. 
26  Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 6; Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 
September]; Robert Rich Earl of Warwick, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre (London, 1642); Robert 
Devereux Earl of Essex, Laws and Ordinances of Warre [13 May] (London, 1643); Robert Devereux 
Earl of Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [15 November] (London, 1643); Robert Devereux Earl 
of Essex, Laws and Ordinances of Warre [25 November] (London, 1643); Robert Devereux Earl of 
Essex [Sir Thomas Fairfax?], Laws and Ordinances of Warre [14 January] (London, 1648 [1645?]). 
The dates are relatively certain for all of the Parliamentarian articles except for the final set of laws for 
the New Model Army. The publishing date of 1648 is provided on the title page. Internal evidence 
certainly suggests that it was printed in 1645, or at least, if this was a 1648 edition, there was an earlier 
1645 version. Early English Books Online dates these articles to 1646, even though the title page notes 
1648. These articles were either originally printed in January 1645 when the New Model Army was 
created, or in early 1646. Nonetheless, the tenets remain the same in all the articles, with only minor 
additions in the articles for 13 May 1643, 25 November 1643, and Fairfax’s articles, and none relate to 
religion. 
27 A thorough search of Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum and the Journals of the House of 
Lords and the House of Commons does not reveal any additional parliamentary ordinances that further 
regulated religion beyond the scope of the military laws. See C.H. Firth and R.S. Rait, eds., Acts and 
Ordinances of the Interregnum, 1642-1660 (London: Wyman and Sons, 1911). This silence contrasts 
with Charles’s regular amendments to the Royalist military laws.  
28 Here I quote Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], unpaginated. Emphasis in 
original. 
29 This was punishable with having the “tongue boared thorow with a red-hot Iron.” Here I quote 
Charles I Military Orders and Articles [1642] 2. See all military articles for the Royalists and 
Parliamentarians from 1642 to 1646, footnotes 12, 18, 20, and 26. They all hold the same tenet and 
punish this crime in the same manner.  
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had stronger sacrilegious connotations – and “scandalous acts in derogation of Gods 
Honour”.30   
 
For the Parliamentarians, the third article of “Duties to GOD” generally protected 
“Places of publike Worship”.31 All Parliamentarian military articles note these three 
laws and do not differ in wording or structure. Here there is divergence between the 
two sides; not only did the laws develop more on the Royalist side, they also differed 
in focus. The Royalists stipulated that it was illegal to “abuse and prophane Places, 
and Utensils, or Ornaments dedicated to Gods worship, or violate or wrong his 
Ministers.”32 In 1643 this article was amended to include “any violence to any 
Chaplaine of, or in the Army, or any other Minister of Gods word.”33 Holy spaces 
were further protected as “No man shall presume to Pillage any Church” or “set fire 
upon any Church”.34 The protection of church spaces suggests that some Laudian 
reforms, tending toward a high-Anglican service and church space, were observed in 
the king’s armies throughout the First Civil War. 
 
Parliamentarians’ vague comment upon church spaces allowed for the troops’ 
iconoclastic actions. Wharton recorded in his nine letters to his London master (16 
August to 7 October 1642) at least eleven separate occasions whereby the troops 
attacked churches, burned altar rails, cut up surplices, destroyed books, smashed 
                                                
30 This was punished by loss of pay. Quoted from Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 
September], unpaginated. The same tenet was repeated in the remainder of the Parliamentarian articles 
from 1642 to 1646 and for the Royalist articles from 1642 to 1644. This was amended in the Royalist 
articles of January 1643 (Madan 1210, p. 2) to require “testimony of two witnesses” and the 
punishment was now universal, rather than at “discretion” of the provost-marshal, as twelve shillings 
was deducted from offenders’ pay. The second offence would be fined at the same amount and the 
soldier was to “be laid in Irons for 12. houres”. This punishment was to be repeated for each offence 
thereafter. Madan 1211 and 1212 do not mention this additional clause, demonstrating that these 
articles revert back to the simplicity of those of 1642. This specific tenet is reinstated within the 1644 
military articles. 
31 Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], unpaginated. 
32 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1642], 2. This is repeated in Charles I, Military Orders and 
Articles [Madan 1211], 2; Charles I, Military Orders, and Articles [Madan 1212], unpaginated - see 
article 3. For more on ministers’ experiences in the violent theatres of war see Chapter Four and Five. 
Ministers sometimes fought with the soldiers – either unofficially or officially holding command – and 
ministers regularly became the victims of violence, perpetrated by either the opposing or their own 
side. 
33 This was to be punished in the same manner as aforementioned unlawful oaths and swearing. 
Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 2-3. This is repeated in the later 1644 military 
articles. Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1644], 2. 
34 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 18. 
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windows, or pillaged the houses of ‘papists’.35 The pillaging of papists’ houses may 
have included acts such as burning of ‘popish’ books or ransacking tombs, similar to 
the attack on Sir John Lucas’s house in 1642 in Essex. 36  On one occasion, 
Parliamentarians at Coventry captured an “old base priest” and “led him ridiculously 
[and roughly] about the City”. The following day the soldiers heard a sermon by 
Samuel Kem. 37 For at least six of the eleven iconoclastic frenzies, the actions were 
preceded or followed by a military sermon.38 If not conducted in the army leaguer 
nearby, it is likely that these sermons occurred in the church spaces that had been 
vandalised, possibly to finalise the ‘cleansing’ process.39 After one of the first 
engagements of the civil war – the Battle of Powick Bridge, 23 September 1642 – the 
Parliamentarian soldiers listened to a Sunday sermon with Essex within Worcester 
Cathedral. Afterward the soldiers vandalised books, vestments, the organ, and the 
cathedral’s windows.40 Wharton explained those within Worcester were “so base, 
papisticall, and atheisticall and abominable, that it resembles Sodom, and is the very 
                                                
35 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 311-13; 316-20; 322; 327; 330. 
36 Sir John Lucas was violently attacked and his house ransacked because he attempted to leave 
Colchester to join the king in 1642. Colchester was a mainly Puritan and Parliamentarian area. John 
Lucas was Episcopalian, and was a suspected papist due to his patronage of ministers who espoused 
ceremonial practices. This, and the struggle between Lucas and the Parliamentarian faction of the Earl 
of Warwick, may have contributed to the sack of his house. Bruno Ryves, Mercurius Rusticus [20 
May] (Oxford, 1643), 3; John Walter, “Lucas, John, First Baron Lucas of Shenfield (1606-1671),” in 
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); John Walter, 
Understanding Popular Violence in the English Revolution: The Colchester Plunderers (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999), passim. 
37 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 318. 
38 See footnote 35. “Mr Love” delivered “a famous sermon” on a Wednesday, the day following an 
iconoclastic attack on “the auntient and sacred glased picturs” at a church in Acton. On another 
Thursday, after the church in Uxbridge was defaced, “Mr. Hardinge gave us a worthy sermon”. Ibid., 
312-13, passim. John Webb suggested that John Sedgwick would preach “another of his inflammatory 
discourses” and this had such “sudden and violent” effect on the soldiers they would immediately 
attack church spaces. John  Webb, Memorials of the Civil War Between King Charles I and the 
Parliament of England as it Affected Herefordshire (London: Spottiswoode, 1879), 1: 216-17. 
39 There is a clear connection between sermonising the troops and iconoclastic actions; the sermons 
comprising part of a cleansing ritual. Donagan suggests that iconoclasm was not encouraged by 
Parliamentarian army chaplains. Donagan points to misrule (social inversion), lack of discipline, and 
military expediency (lead from the organs could be used to make bullets) as explanations for the 
iconoclasm. Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 141-42. 
40 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 328; 330; Webb, Memorials of the Civil War, 1: 150-51. 
Mark Stoyle has demonstrated that iconoclasm occurred in loyalist areas of Devon, perpetrated against 
churches in areas that supported Charles. Stoyle, Loyality and Locality, 70. There is an interesting 
connection that this iconoclastic action at Worcester may have occurred because the Parliamentarians 
had suffered a recent defeat, and Worcester was thought to be loyal to the king. High-Anglican spaces 
existed across England and not all were attacked; there may be a correlation between loyalty (or rather 
‘disloyalty’) and destruction. Iconoclasm may have been driven by misrule, lack of discipline, or 
military expediency, but it might also be a connection between religious difference, power dynamics, 
and loyalty to one side over another that caused church spaces to be attacked. 
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embleme of Gomorrah” – representing contemporary characterisations of papists.41 
Papists were viewed as irreligious and heretical because they did not conform to ‘the 
true Protestant religion’, especially because they adorned churches with idolatrous 
images. In 1642 there was an immediate binary of ‘us’ – godly and reformed – versus 
‘them’ – heretical, irreligious, papist, and indeed, Royalist (the Parliamentarians 
recognised that Worcester supported the king). The characterisation of Royalists and 
their supporters as heretics had already been applied.42 
 
These attacks were not purely upsurges of group or ritualised violence; they were 
encouraged within the army by The Souldiers Catechisme (1644), which suggested 
iconoclasm was acceptable.43 Parliamentary ordinances stipulated that superstitious 
images in churches should be destroyed, and communion tables moved from the east 
end.44 This was done “to accomplish the blessed Reformation so happily begun” by 
“remov[ing] all Offences and Things illegal in the Worship of God”. 45 Commonplace 
iconoclastic attitudes illustrate the religious composition of the Parliamentarians, 
tending more to the ‘reformed’ end of the religious spectrum; the relative lack of 
similar Royalist iconoclastic actions hints of their Episcopalian or ‘established’ 
religious composition, and that destruction of churches was thoroughly discouraged.46 
 
Despite the Parliamentarians’ reputation of godliness, their military articles regulated 
divine services to a bare minimum. All soldiers were required to attend “Sermons and 
Prayers” and they were to be “duly frequented”. The commanders were charged to 
                                                
41 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 328; 330. 
42 Ibid. 
43 The Souldiers Catechisme encouraged the Parliamentarians to commit iconoclasm and destroy the 
prayer book. See Chapter Two for a detailed analysis of soldiers’ catechisms. Robert Ram, The 
Souldiers Catechisme: Composed for the Parliaments Army, 4 ed. (London, 1644), 20-21. 
44 Journal of the House of Lords, 2 May 1643 (1767-1830), 6: 26-27. 
45 This included representations of the trinity, angels, saints; any altar or communion table (which 
should be “leveled”); copes, surplices, “superstitious Vestments”; and rood screens, organs, fonts, and 
crucifixes. All items should be either “taken away”, “utterly defaced”, or “demolished” and this applied 
to cathedrals, colleges, parish churches, chapels, “or in any open Place within this Kingdom”. Ibid., 9 
May 1643, 6: 545-47.  
46 Symonds expressed a particular reverence for church spaces, as he described church interiors in his 
Diary, and greatly bemoaned when cathedrals and churches had been vandalised by the 
Parliamentarian soldiers. He also noted that “Thursday. This morning one of our soldjers was hangd on 
the tree in Wing towne, for stealing the communion plate there.” In this instance, a church fell victim to 
the plundering of a soldier, but the crime was visibly and harshly punished to prevent similar abuses. 
Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 20-21; 25; 41; 67; 92; 231.  
 25 
ensure that “Almightie God [was] reverently served”.47 Conversely, the Royalist 
military articles regulated religion to a greater extent. From 1642, Sunday divine 
service was to be a regular occurrence within the army. Religious services were to be 
strictly observed as “All those, who often and wilfully absent themselves from 
Sermons, and from Morning and Evening Prayer, shall be proceeded against”.48 It was 
the duty of all commanders to ensure that their soldiers attended services and “to see 
Almighty God reverently served”, otherwise they too would be punished.49 In January 
1643, the behaviour of soldiers was further regulated so that they were required to 
behave “decently, and reverently” during services. 50  Charles’s 12 June 1643 
proclamation reiterated these laws, and explained that catechising was to be 
consonant with the “Authority set forth in the Book of Common Prayer”, and 
chaplains were to administer “the Sacrament of the Lords Supper unto them the first 
Sunday of every moneth.”51 Charles believed that divine service must be upheld 
because it would bring “blessing upon Our Army and their undertakings”.52 It was a 
common assumption that God would only favour a Christian army.53 It was for this 
reason, and for his own unwavering religiosity, that Charles mandated divine service 
so intently. 
 
What of the religious pluralism of Newcastle’s Northern Army? Newcastle’s army 
contained both Catholics and Protestants, and according to Griffin, it had religiously 
inclusive military laws that accommodated both confessions.54 The articles ruled “that 
the due service of God be performed in their severall Regiments.”55 The services were 
to be conducted “by the Chaplains to each Regiment”, especially on “every Sunday 
                                                
47 Quoted from Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], unpaginated. But the same 
tenets are repeated in the remainder of Parliamentarian articles. 
48 The punishment was to be at the discretion of the provost-marshal. Charles I, Military Orders and 
Articles [1642], 2. 
49 Ibid., 3. 
50 Soldiers would be punished similarly to swearing and damaging sacred spaces. It was also stipulated 
that victuallers could not sell any goods while troops attended services. Charles I, Military Orders and 
Articles [Madan 1210], 3-4. Madan 1211 and 1212 return to the brevity of the 1642 articles; there is no 
mention of behaving decently in services, or when or where these services were to be conducted. 
Commanders were still “charged” to ensure the services are attended, and that there were morning and 
evening prayers. 
51 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 910-11. 
52 Ibid., 2: 910. 
53 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 133. 
54 Ibid., 102-03; P.R. Newman, “Catholic Royalists of Northern England, 1642-1645,” Northern 
History 15, no. 1 (1979): passim. 
55 Charles I, Orders and Institutions of War, 3. 
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twice”.56 These articles are remarkably unspecific; Church of England liturgy is not 
ordered. Griffin astutely notes that, although officers were ordered to ensure their 
soldiers attend sermons and prayers, the officers themselves were not clearly told to 
do so. This may have been to avoid the issue that many officers were recusants.57 
Griffin suggests “[d]octrinal, especially Eucharistic, beliefs are not involved or 
impinged upon at all.”58 These articles show that religious observance was intended to 
be paramount to the daily lives of the troops. Religion was still expected to guide 
conduct in the Northern Army, as it did in all other Royalist armies, and the soldiers 
were still required to observe divine services irrespective of their confessional 
differences.59  
 
Despite the religiously inclusive laws in Newcastle’s army, it was ordered that “No 
Papist” would “be admitted to serve”.60 This does not appear in any other Royalist 
articles. Griffin demonstrates the soldiers were required to take the Oath of 
Supremacy and Allegiance to show their loyalty to the king, recognising his role as 
the head of the church.61 Griffin explains that these articles may have been aimed at 
‘papists’ not Catholics, as it was an anti-papal, not anti-Catholic statement. ‘Papist’ 
was regularly utilised to attack people who were clearly not Catholic, and ‘papist’ did 
not seem to mean ‘Catholic’ to Charles. Rather, papists were those who refused to 
swear allegiance to the monarch and their role as head of the church. It was possible 
for loyal, Catholic-Royalist soldiers to swear to this; the role of the monarch was to 
govern the English Church, and this may not affect individuals’ spiritual beliefs or 
personal piety.62 Charles may have included this statement to ensure Catholics’ 
                                                
56 Ibid. 
57 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 102-03. See Newman for more on 
this point. Newman, The Old Service, chapter four. 
58 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 113. 
59 The Parliamentarian armies were also given to religious heterogeneity, but it tended to fall within the 
‘reformed’ end of the religious spectrum. From Puritan to moderate Episcopalian, the expression of 
piety and daily religious ritual was important to the Parliamentarian command structure, irrespective of 
the denomination of their soldiers. That is, divine worship was still regulated, although sparsely, 
despite doctrinal differences. This would have been easier for the Parliamentarian side, as the Royalist 
high command had greater doctrinal differences among their troops to reconcile. 
60 Charles I, Orders and Institutions of War, 3. 
61 King James I created the Oath of Allegiance to ensure loyalty and to include loyal Catholic subjects, 
recognising their worth. Charles, relying heavily on Catholics, may have similarly implemented these 
oaths to ensure Catholic loyalty. Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 111. 
62 Ibid., 112-13. 
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loyalty and to allay external, Parliamentarian and other people’s, concerns that papists 
were in the king’s army.63  
 
“[P]reach unto them every Sunday”64: Sunday Services and Prayers 
Christian soldiers were required to regularly attend services. Attempting to discover 
the exact frequency with which soldiers heard sermons poses a problem. Sources do 
not always provide the clear and direct information for which historians might hope. 
On one Sunday, Wharton merely recorded “Sabath day, Sept. the 3d, wee peaceably 
injoyed.” No sermon is mentioned, but considering the frequency with which his 
regiment heard sermons – twenty-four over two months – we can assume one was 
heard.65 Symonds, marching with the king’s lifeguard, wrote an entry in his Diary for 
a Sunday while the king’s army was quartered near Cirencester. The notation 
mentions quartering in the area, but there is no indication that a service was 
attended.66 This may have been because it was haphazardly conducted within the 
field, or the service, if it did occur, was not viewed as important enough to record. 
Many sources simply did not record every moment of divine service, as diaries, 
letters, and memoirs usually only record momentous occasions, illustrating the 
problem with source material and the details contemporaries were compelled to 
record for posterity. This may also reflect G.E. Aylmer’s conclusion that Royalists 
rarely articulated their attitudes because the Royalist cause was “so obviously 
sensible” to conservatives “as to need no intellectual defence or justification.”67 
Divine service may have been similarly commonplace and “obviously sensible”, that 
it too needed no justification or explicit mention. 
 
                                                
63 The only extant copy of Newcastle’s articles were reprinted in London, and for this reason, would 
have had a largely Parliamentarian audience, an audience unrelenting in its anti-Catholicism. Griffin, 
Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 94-96. Irish-Catholics were particularly 
targeted. Mid-May in 1644, the “Militia” was required to make a “strict search” for “all Papists, and 
suspected persons” in London. They received “power” to “exclude all the Wives of Papists, and other 
Delinquents whose Husbands are in open Warre against the Parliament”. People who had arrived in 
London from Oxford were also to suffer harassment. An Exact Diurnall Faithfvlly Communicating the 
Most Remarkable Proceedings in Both Houses of Parliament [15-22 May] (London, 1644), 2. 
Parliament also ordered, on 24 October 1644, that “no Quarter shall be given hereafter to any Irishman, 
nor to any Papist whatsoever born in Ireland”. Journal of the House of Lords, 24 October 1644 (1767-
1830), 7: 32-34. Emphasis in both original documents. 
64 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 910. 
65 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 322. 
66 Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 30. 
67 Aylmer, “Royalist Attitudes,” 1.  
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Military expediency may account for failure to attend divine services. Military 
matters sometimes interrupted or prevented soldiers from religious worship. Services 
before battle should be observed, but only “if the time will permit”.68 Newcastle’s 
military articles recognised that divine services were to be conducted “except some 
contingent occasion of (sic) moment be a lawfull impediment for their forbearance.”69 
The Parliamentarian soldiers, when listening to a fast sermon in Coventry, had to 
march out before the service was finished because of “an alarm”.70 
 
Logistical concerns of war aside, Sunday services were usually held in 
Parliamentarian armies. Christopher Love, Parliamentarian chaplain at Windsor, 
preached to the soldiers twice on Sundays.71 Wharton recorded several separate 
occasions whereby troops attended Sunday services, most notably those conducted by 
Stephen Marshall, Simeon Ashe, John and Obadiah Sedgwick, and Samuel Kem.72 
Sermons could occur in various spaces while on the march: local churches, cathedrals, 
open fields, and in towns. On Sunday 15 August, at Aylesbury, a pulpit was hastily 
built in the marketplace and the soldiers gathered to hear “two worthy sermons.”73 
While the troops were quartered within Hereford they attended the Sunday service. 
The music that was played within the church prompted the soldiers to start 
“dauncinge in the holie quire”, which offended the local congregation. The soldiers 
were “Not satisfied” with this service so walked out “to heare Mr. Sedgwicke, who 
gave us two famous sermons” – the soldiers heard three sermons that day.74 While at 
Coventry, 30 August, the soldiers were at their Sunday sermon when news arrived 
that Royalists were in the vicinity. Wharton noted “I and many others stayed untill our 
                                                
68 Henry Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal. Or a View of the Kings Army and Spirituall Provision Made for It  
(Oxford, 1643), 51. Logistically and tactically it would be impractical to allow religious worship to 
impinge on individual engagements. Ferne was a Royalist chaplain commonly residing in Oxford, who 
wrote a conduct manual for soldiers, and delivered sermons at the garrison and to Charles. It also 
seems he was briefly an army chaplain to the Newark garrison. Griffin, Regulating Religion and 
Morality in the King’s Armies, 163. 
69 Charles I, Orders and Institutions of War, 3. 
70 On another occasion, the soldiers missed John Sedgwick’s sermon – bemoaned by Wharton – 
because they drew out to meet Prince Rupert’s cavalry. Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 319; 
323. Both John and Obadiah were known to preach to the soldiers. There was also one William 
Sedgwick (unrelated) who was an army chaplain. See Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 171-
73. 
71 British Library (hereafter BL), Sloane MS 3945, Mary Love, “The Life of Mr Christopher Love [c. 
1651],” f. 98-98v. Mary and Christopher Love were husband and wife. 
72 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 323-24; 332. 
73 Ibid., 314. 
74 Ibid., 332. 
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sermon was ended”. In this instance, the soldiers had refused to join battle even 
though their “Generall [Essex] and several captaines” marched out.75  The soldiers did 
not want to meet the Royalists until they heard the service. Divine ritual was crucial 
to these soldiers while on campaign. 
 
The Royalists designated that Sunday services were to be undertaken “in such places, 
as shall be appointed for the Regiment wherein he serveth”.76 These were similar 
spaces to those that the Parliamentarians utilised – churches, cathedrals, and fields. 
Symonds recorded services conducted once at Worcester Cathedral, at several parish 
churches, and once in the field.77 Churches appear more common, yet it may have 
been a rarity to attend a service inside a church, thus explaining why Symonds jotted 
it within his Diary. Griffin suggests each Royalist regiment was assigned a place for 
divine service in their quarters, in the larger spaces of towns or fields. Soldiers were 
called to services by drum or trumpet (depending on whether they were foot or horse), 
playing ‘the Church Call’. Charles even composed one such ‘Church Call’ for his 
army.78 A Parliamentarian eyewitness to the Siege of Brampton Bryan noted that on 
“Sunday the 6th they [the Royalists] would not let us rest, they made eight shots 
against us before morning sermon, then left off that day”.79 Perhaps they were called 
to Sunday service by ‘the Church Call’.  
 
Symonds regularly recorded divine service while on the march. There were at least 
seven instances when the king and his lifeguard, and perhaps his entire Oxford Army, 
attended Sunday service.80 The king’s army heard Sunday service in the field at the 
Battle of Cropredy Bridge (29 June 1644). The day after the battle, while the two 
armies still faced each other, “Afore nine, the King, &c. [his troops] went to prayers 
                                                
75 Ibid., 318. Denzil Holles’s regiment – from which Wharton recorded his experiences – was known as 
rebellious. The troops were held back from the battles of Powick Bridge and Edgehill (23 October 
1642) because their commanders thought them too inexperienced, but also because they had quickly 
developed a reputation for refusing orders. Wharton’s regiment even ousted a captain because they did 
not approve of his conduct. Davies, “The Parliamentarian Army Under the Earl of Essex,” 51. 
76 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles 
[1644], 3. 
77 Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 14; 20-21; 24; 53; 127; 224; 244. Interestingly, Worcester 
Cathedral was a centre for both Parliamentarian and Royalist services, as it hosted both during the civil 
war. 
78 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 37-38. 
79 HMC, “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle, by 
Captain Priamus Davies, Who Was an Eyewitness [c. 1644],” in Calendar of the Manuscripts of the 
Marquis of Bath (London, 1904), 1: 23. 
80 Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 14; 20-21; 24; 53; 127; 224; 244. 
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in the feild”. After hearing divine service, the troops witnessed the enemy marching 
away, interpreted as a sign of God’s aid.81 Sir Ralph Hopton, commander of the 
Western Army, wrote that before the Battle of Launceston (23 April 1643) “being 
Sunday while they [the Royalists] were at Church att Prayers, the Enimy advanced … 
[they] assoone as Prayers were ended, drew out of the Towne”.82 Before facing 
another Parliamentarian army in the north of Cornwall at Stratton (16 May 1643), the 
Royalists “the next morning being Sunday after Prayers read by the Chapleins in 
everie Regiment, they began to advance” on the Parliamentarians.83 Interestingly, the 
Western Army observed divine service when it may have been excused by military 
expediency. At Launceston, Hopton waited for the service to end before marching 
out, and before Stratton, Hopton ensured his soldiers heard a Sunday service in the 
middle of the march. It speaks much to the religiosity of this Royalist commander.  
 
Yet another Royalist commander, Richard Atkyns, was particularly concerned with 
Sunday services. Atkyns ensured his soldiers received the Sacrament, and he was 
even known as the “Praying Captain” by other Royalists.84 The commanders had an 
important role in encouraging the religiosity of their troops. A pro-Royalist pamphlet 
lists a vast number of leading Royalists and argues that they were not popish (as pro-
Parliamentarian pamphleteering had suggested) and “you shall find them dayly at 
Sermons and service with the King, hearing and practising the same Protestant 
Religion and Liturgy … [that] hath been in our Church ever since the Reformation”.85 
In this pamphlet, piety was represented as filtering down through the ranks and 
Royalists commanders were represented as equally pious as Charles. 
 
                                                
81 Ibid., 24. 
82 Hopton only recorded divine service when it related to an engagement. Sir Ralph Hopton, Bellum 
Civile. Hopton’s Narrative of His Campaign in the West (1642-1644) and Other Papers, ed. Charles 
E.H. Chadwyck Healey (London: Harrison and Sons, 1902), 36; Stoyle has noted that contemporaries 
considered the Cornish troops under Hopton to be a godly army. They were even labelled as Puritan by 
some Parliamentarian propagandists. Mark Stoyle, West Britons: Cornish Identities and the Early 
Modern British State (Exeter: Exeter University Press, 2002), 158; 164; 168-9. 
83 Hopton, Bellum Civile, 41. 
84 The Sacrament was administered by John Cole, Prince Maurice’s military chaplain. Richard Atkyns, 
The Vindication of Richard Atkyns Esquire … in the Western-War … Together, With Certain Sighs or 
Ejaculations (London, 1669), 19; 29. As mentioned, Charles’s 12 June proclamation stated that the 
Sacrament was to be administered on the first Sunday of each month. Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 
911. 
85 T.R., An Honest Letter to a Doubtfull Friend, About the Rifling of the Twentieth Part of His Estate  
([London?] 1642), unpaginated. This pamphlet was printed after 28 December 1642, as it is dated at 
the end of the ‘letter’. 
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A connection between attending sermons and prayers was an important component of 
Church of England worship. Charles’s proclamation intended the use of the Book of 
Common Prayer for divine services.86 In a later injunction from 1645, Charles clearly 
ordered that it was to be used as a “Rubrick” for services.87 Daily prayer was 
encouraged in the king’s armies as the troops’ conduct manual noted the “Duties” of 
“Dayly Invocation and Prayer” for its Christian soldiers. Additionally, while in 
garrisons, it was specifically noted that the Royalist soldiers must not be idle and must 
perform daily spiritual devotions. 88  At Oxford, the main Royalist garrison, the 
soldiers were required to attend divine services on Sundays at St Giles.89 Charles’s 
army contained many Welsh foot soldiers, and he expressed concern that they would 
not understand divine services in English. It was ordered that chaplains should be 
appointed to minister the troops in their native language.90  
 
The most intriguing source materials are the Royalist soldiers’ prayer books. There is 
no exact equivalent for the Parliamentarian side, unless the Parliamentarian soldiers’ 
pocket bible, or Sir Philip Skippon’s devotional manuals are taken to be 
comparable.91 There were at least five soldiers’ prayers books for the Royalists in the 
First Civil War.92 The first – A Manvall of Prayers, Collected, for the Use of Sir 
                                                
86 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 911. 
87 Charles I, Inivnctions Concerning the Garrison of Oxford, in Order to Religion (Oxford, 1645), 3. 
88 Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal, 22; 29-30. Emphasis in original. 
89 Charles I, Inivnctions Concerning the Garrison of Oxford, 2. 
90 Ibid., 4. 
91 There are differences between the Royalist prayer books, the Parliamentarian soldiers’ pocket bible, 
and Skippon’s devotional manuals for his troops. As would be expected, the Royalist soldiers’ prayer 
books contain prayers and spiritual devotions for soldiers’, or indeed the chaplains’, daily use. The 
Parliamentarian soldiers’ pocket bible contains stirring justifications and reflections on war with 
heavily contracted Biblical passages, but these were not styled as prayers to be recited. Skippon’s 
devotional manuals advised that his men should behave as Christian soldiers, outlining conduct rather 
than providing prayers for personal use. The Souldiers Pocket Bible: Containing the Most (if Not All) 
Those Places Contained in Holy Scripture, Which Doe Shew the Qualifications of His Inner Man 
(London, 1643); Sir Philip Skippon, A Salve for Every Sore, or, a Collection of Promises Out of the 
Whole Book of God (London, 1643); Sir Philip Skippon, True Treasure: Or, Thirty Holy Vowes 
(London, 1644). The liturgical style of each side explains the differences between these works. 
92 W.C. [William Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, Collected for the Use of Sir Ralph Duttons 
Regiment (Oxford, 1642); Brian Duppa, A Collection of Prayers and Thanksgivings, Vsed in His 
Maiesties Chappell and in His Armies [Madan 1450] (Oxford, 1643); Brian Duppa, A Collection of 
Prayers and Thanksgivings Vsed in His Maiesties Chappell and in His Armyes [Madan 1451] (Oxford, 
1643); Brian Duppa, A Collection of Prayers and Thanksgivings, Vsed in Hjs (sic) Majesties Chappel, 
and in His Armies [Madan 1452] (Oxford, 1643); Certain Prayers Fitted to Severall Occasions. To be 
Used in His Majesties Armies, and Garrisons. Published by His Highnesse Command (Exeter, 1645). 
According to Madan, Duppa published the three identical manuals in September 1643. The manuals 
were released within days of each other, with one being a London ‘counterfeit’ copy printed from an 
underground Royalist press, which suggests that they were in high demand and were quickly sent off 
the press for distribution to the king’s armies. Counterfeits were often printed by Royalist underground 
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Ralph Duttons Regiment (1642) – was written “By W.C. Chaplaine.”93 This would 
have been a chaplain to Dutton’s regiment, or a chaplain in the king’s army. Falconer 
Madan noted it is “A very rare work, curious in shape and contents … but I am unable 
to identify” the author.94 A search of the Bodleian Library catalogue wherein A 
Manvall is held identifies the author as William Chawner. The Bodleian also holds 
dispatches written in 1645 and 1646 from Chawner to Fairfax, reporting on 
Parliamentarian victories in the southwest. These are signed “Yours obliged to serve 
you” or “Your reall Friend and Servant, W.C.”.95 Did this once-Royalist army 
chaplain became a turncoat? This is unlikely; Doris L. Bergen argues that chaplains 
were not impressed into armies, and chose their cause based on their own strong 
beliefs, thus were less likely to change sides.96 It is more probable that A Manvall has 
been unintentionally attributed to the wrong man. It is likely that William 
Chillingworth authored this work. Chillingworth was chaplain to Sir Ralph Hopton in 
1643.97 He may have served Ralph Dutton’s regiment in 1642, but this remains 
uncertain.98  
                                                                                                                                      
printers in London, they often gave no imprint or printer details, and the woodcuts and title page 
ornamentation were of lesser quality. For a brief discussion of the printing dates, see Madan, Oxford 
Books, 2: ix-x; 290-91. 
93 [Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, title page. 
94 Madan, Oxford Books, 2: 231. 
95 W.C. [William Chawner], A Letter From His Excellencies Qvarters, of a Discovery in Sir Thomas 
Fairfax His Army (London, 1646), 3; A True Copy of the Articles a Greed (sic) on at the Surrender of 
Exeter (London, 1646), 2. William Chawner signed his correspondence and works in this manner, as a 
search of Early English Books Online shows no entries for ‘William Chawner’, but several for ‘W.C.’. 
Unfortunately, there is no entry in the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography for Chawner and he 
does not feature in Laurence’s Parliamentary Army Chaplains. Chawner’s identity remains 
unconfirmed, yet it is most likely that he was a Parliamentarian divine or army chaplain, travelling with 
the army on parliamentary business, or ministering to the troops. 
96 Doris L. Bergen, ed. The Sword of the Lord: Military Chaplains From the First to the Twenty-First 
Century (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2004), 8. 
97  Warren Chernaik, “Chillingworth, William (1602-1644),” in Oxford Dictionary of National 
Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010). Strangely, A.G. Matthews does not note his role 
as an army chaplain but does make passing reference that he was “taken at [the] surrender of Arundel 
Castle”. A.G. Matthews, Walker Revised: Being a Revision of John Walker’s Sufferings of the Clergy 
During the Grand Rebellion, 1642-1660 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 233. 
98 Dutton’s cavalry regiment was commissioned on 28 November 1642, and it was in active service by 
January 1643. But, Dutton was present when the king raised his standard at Nottingham, and his 
regiment began to assemble from August 1642. P.R. Newman, Royalist Officers in England and Wales, 
1642-1660: A Biographical Dictionary (New York; London: Garland, 1981), 117. There would have 
been immediate need for spiritual guidance for Dutton’s troops that assembled at Nottingham, and the 
prayer book would have filled this void if compiled this early. Madan tentatively dates A Manvall to 
February 1643. This would fit the beginning of active service for Dutton’s regiment. Madan, Oxford 
Books, 2: 231. The author’s mention of a month’s imprisonment before A Manvall’s release suggests 
Chillingworth’s authorship. Chillingworth was captured at the Siege of Arundel in December 1643, 
and was imprisoned for a month until his death on 30 January 1644. There is also internal recognition 
of Sir Jacob Astley (especially his “favour to me”) within the prayer book, and as Chillingworth moved 
in circles of those higher up in the army, it is possible that this may also link Chillingworth to A 
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The Parliamentarians were aware of the prayer book as it appears in the records of the 
House of Commons. The entry reads “Ordered, That the little Book, intituled, A 
Manual of Prayers for Sir Ralph Dutton’s Regiment, be referred to the Committee 
appointed to prepare the General Declaration”. 99  It may have aroused much 
consternation because the Parliamentarian pamphleteers saw the Royalists’ divine 
service as “reading [using] a Popish Service booke”.100 The prayer book may have 
been perceived as crypto-Catholic as it contained a verse to recite while confessing 
“to the Priest” and it must be said before “Holy Communion”. After confessing, the 
suggested “penances” were “Prayer, watching, fasting, or Almes”.101 These loaded 
terms could be considered Catholic and may explain why the prayer book came to the 
attention of parliament.102 Nonetheless, A Manvall has liturgical similarities with the 
Book of Common Prayer.103  
 
A Manvall of Prayers was a collection of prayers and psalms, pocket sized for easy 
use. It was written in plain style with little verbiage; it is simple, direct, and 
uncomplicated. Biblical passages were also slightly contracted within the text. The 
soldiers naturally required brief prayers because of the instability of life on campaign 
(such as sudden and forced marches and constant time pressures) and to appeal to all 
literacy levels. The author recognised that “Prayer in warre is as necessary as 
powder”, and accordingly directed soldiers to pray.104 The prayer book comprises 
prayers for morning, noon, and evening of each day of the week, and a more general 
prayer for evenings; all prayers, except for the evening prayers, are prefaced with a 
                                                                                                                                      
Manvall. There are two clearly defined pamphlets within this one edition found at the Bodleian. The 
work is essentially two separate prayer books, with two separate title pages, and, different titles – 
possibly collected together or printed together at a slightly later stage. It may be that Chillingworth 
wrote and published the first section (titled: A Manvall of Prayers, Collected for the Use of Sir Ralph 
Duttons Regiment) of this work in February 1643, and the second section (titled: A Manvall of Prayers: 
Collected for the Use of Gentlemen Soldiers) in December 1643/January 1644. Nonetheless, it is 
indeed a curious work. 
99 Journal of the House of Commons, 5 May 1643 (1802), 3: 71-72. Emphasis in original. 
100 I.W., The Bloody Prince, or a Declaration of the Most Cruell Practices of Prince Rupert … in 
Fighting Against God, and the True Members of His Cause (London, 1643), 15. 
101 [Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, unpaginated - see the prayer for confession. 
102 The use of these terms might lead to the question whether this prayer book was a Parliamentarian 
propagandist invention. All other aspects of this work point to it being a serious collection of prayers 
for use by the Royalist soldiers. Additionally, it may not have been considered by parliament in this 
manner if it were a Parliamentarian propagandist’s invention. 
103 Church of England, The Book of Common Prayer and Administration of the Sacraments and Other 
Rites and Ceremonies (London, 1642). 
104 [Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, see epistle dedicatory. 
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pertinent yet contracted psalm. The Lord’s Prayer follows the prayers allotted for 
Sunday morning, although the only extant copy is missing some pages, and only the 
end of the Lord’s Prayer remains. The prayer book provided prayers for the king, for 
peace, for enemies, for soldiers, prayer before the Sacrament and after, and to prevent 
swearing. This was the first section of the work, which appears to be the first printed 
manual of this kind during the civil war (if it was indeed printed in 1642).  
 
The second section of the work – A Manvall of Prayers: Collected for the Use of 
Gentlemen Soldiers (1643) again authored by ‘W.C.’ – seems to be a later addition, 
with its own title page, a different print date, but the same printer. It is quite a 
different work in that it is even more akin to the Book of Common Prayer. It 
highlights the section that the minister was to read, and the parishioners’ response. 
There are also prompts such as “Let us pray” or “Then say the Evening Prayer”.105 
This in itself is intriguing; it may be that this prayer book (the second section of A 
Manvall) was also created for Royalist army chaplains.106 The second section contains 
prayers for each day of the week, for the sick, a good end, thanksgiving for victory, 
and a prayer of Constantine the Great.107  
 
Brian Duppa, clergyman within the Royalist inner circle, published many works, but 
his soldiers’ prayer books can be considered the ‘official’ prayer books for Royalists. 
These prayer books were for use “In His Maiesties Chappell and in His Armies”. 108 A 
Collection of Prayers and Thanksgivings (1643) clearly states that it was “Pvblished 
By His Majesties Command”.109 It is possible that Duppa was charged with this task 
because Charles wanted a uniform soldiers’ prayer book and thought that Duppa 
would be best suited to author the work. This may not be a leap, given the king’s 
concern with a uniform Book of Common Prayer for England and Scotland and 
                                                
105 Ibid., unpaginated - see second section. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Ibid. 
108 The prayer books were most probably sanctioned by Charles. Duppa, A Collection of Prayers 
[Madan 1450], title page. I have chosen to quote from and reference the first, Madan 1450. There is no 
reason to differ from Madan’s dating. Madan, Oxford Books, 2: 290-91. The texts are identical and 
there is no development in how they are presented. They contain the same prayers, presented within the 
same structure, with only minor spelling differences among them. Another minor difference is the page 
numbering, due to a slightly skewed page composition. For example, Madan 1451 begins the first 
prayer on the title page, thus affecting the layout of the remainder of the document. The content of the 
texts remain the same. 
109 Duppa, A Collection of Prayers [Madan 1450], see title page. 
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Duppa’s trusted position.110 The prayer book began with a prayer seeking protection 
for the king.111 This prayer is presented in statement and response form, common to 
Church of England practice. The minister would intone the statement and the 
congregation would reply. The Church of England Protestantism, which Griffin notes 
for the Royalist side, is evident in their prayer books. Charles, even when fleeing from 
the defeat at Naseby, and while staying at the Catholic Marquess of Worcester’s 
castle, “for all this omitt’d not his accustom’d hours for prayers, according to ye form 
of ye Church of England”.112 No matter the circumstance, Charles ardently followed 
Church of England practice. Nevertheless, the shape and contents of Duppa’s prayer 
books, and the fact that they were published for the army and king’s chapel, suggests 
they may have been used by Royalist army chaplains. 
 
Finally, Certain Prayers Fitted to Severall Occasions (1645) was published 
anonymously for “his Majesties Armies, and Garrisons”.113 There was a prayer for the 
guard that urged soldiers “to watch and to pray” while on the watch. Praying while 
idle was not usually accorded to the Royalists. It also beseeched God to guard the 
garrison, or encamped army, while it rested at night.114 Griffin suggests that “[d]aily 
prayers had always been the practice of the English army”.115 The prayer books 
illustrate that daily prayer was important in garrisons and while on the march. 
Although the prayer books were created to instil Christianly behaviour in the troops, 
the fact that there were five published across the four years speaks to their popularity 
and common usage among soldiers and army chaplains. 
 
                                                
110 Duppa tutored the Duke of York and Prince Charles, and was one of the closest advisors to the king. 
Despite this, Duppa’s role in creating the prayer books may show Charles’s slight softening of his 
Laudian reforms, because Duppa was a moderate Episcopalian. For Duppa’s biographical information 
see Ian Green, “Duppa, Brian (1588-1662),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2004). 
111 Duppa, A Collection of Prayers [Madan 1450], 1. 
112 Slingsby, The Diary of Sir Henry Slingsby, 155-56. 
113 Certain Prayers, title page. George Thomason’s annotation on the front page reads “About 15th 
Aug”. Thomason recorded the date he received a pamphlet, and as Madan has suggested, this was 
usually only a few days after printing. The print date was then early to mid August, 1645. Madan, 
Oxford Books, 2: viii; xiii. Griffin suggets that Duppa was the author, given his role in publishing A 
Collection of Prayers. Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 164. Although 
there are some similarities with Duppa’s previous work, there are also many differences; the authorship 
of this source remains elusive. 
114 Certain Prayers, 7. 
115 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 32. 
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 “[T]hey were at Church att Prayers [while] the Enimy advanced”116: 
Sermons and Praying Before Battle 
Sunday services were a feature of both armies, and so too were the all-important pre-
battle sermons and prayers. For soldiers, divine service before battle was paramount 
for their salvation and to seek God’s aid.117 Military manuals advised that soldiers 
should pray before battle and hear a military sermon.118 A Manvall contains a prayer 
for “in time of Warre”, which could be used before battle.119 The second section 
contains a pre-battle prayer: “A Prayer for good successe at the going forth”.120 
Certain Prayers differs to Duppa’s prayer books (A Collection of Prayers) in that it 
provides a more militant focus: a prayer for marching out, for parade, before battle, 
and when besieged. 121  These prayers are more specific to everyday soldierly 
experiences, especially before engagements. 
 
Atkyns was known for praying and encouraging his soldiers to prepare spiritually 
before battle.122 A Parliamentarian pamphleteer even reported that Rupert caused his 
regiment to stop at Shipton-upon-Stower for “short Cannon-prayers, but no 
Sermon”.123 Before the Battle of Braddock Down (19 January 1643) Hopton ordered 
“publique Prayers in the head of every squadron”, which the Parliamentarians 
perceived to be Mass, “as was afterwards confest by some of the prisoners”.124 
Slingsby noted, when the king’s army marched toward the disastrous Battle of Naseby 
(14 June 1645), the Royalists “having taken a Hill whereon a Chappell stood”, viewed 
the Parliamentarians a mile away on the opposite hill. Slingsby noted “here we made 
a Hault”, perhaps where you can now stand at Prince Rupert’s viewing platform, “but 
                                                
116 Hopton, Bellum Civile, 36. 
117 Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Army Chaplains in the Wars of the 
Three Kingdoms,” 97-99; Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 126-27; 
Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 3. 
118 Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 80. 
119 [Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, unpaginated. Emphasis in original. 
120 Ibid., unpaginated - see second section. Emphasis in original. 
121 Certain Prayers, 3-9. The final pages contain prayers for the king, for the prince, for a time of 
danger, for peace and deliverance, and a thanksgiving for victory (p. 10-18). Duppa’s prayer books 
provide more general prayers of thanksgiving for major engagements and prayers of protection for the 
royal family and the Royalist army. A Collection of Prayers [Madan 1450], passim. 
122 Atkyns, The Vindication of Richard Atkyns, 19. 
123 Speciall Passages and Certain Informations From Severall Places [4-11 April] (London, 1643), 
287. 
124 Hopton, Bellum Civile, 30. This is also mentioned by Warburton, citing William Dugdale. 
Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 2: 99. 
 37 
after prayers being said” they “advanceth towards ye enemy”.125 Soldiers were guided 
in communal prayer by the army chaplains, most likely by the prayers provided in the 
prayer books. 
 
Pre-battle sermons and prayers were conducted by the Parliamentarian soldiers.126 The 
Souldiers Catechisme suggested that Christian soldiers must pray.127 The soldiers 
were encouraged by their chaplains to pray regularly. Marshall urged that prayer 
could “overthrow all enemies”. If one prayed to God “it brings God into the field to 
fight the battell” so that He will “knock down enemies”.128 The soldiers’ “prayers 
would be as a thundering army against the enemies of Gods Church”. 129 
Parliamentarians are particularly known for praying before engagements. At the stand 
off at Turnham Green (13 November 1642), Skippon said to his men:  
Come my Boys, my brave Boys, let us pray heartily and fight heartily, I 
will run the same fortunes and hazards with you, remember the Cause is 
for God; and for the defence of your selves, your wives, and children: 
Come my honest brave Boys, pray heartily and fight heartily, and God 
will bless us. 130 
 
Cromwell was also described as devout by his army chaplain because he “seldome 
fights without some Texts of Scripture to support him”, praying and reflecting before 
engagements.131 William Dell – an army chaplain – was happy to find that “very 
many of the inferiour Officers, and common Troopers; some of whom I have by 
                                                
125 Slingsby, The Diary of Sir Henry Slingsby, 150.  
126 Hugh Peters preached to the soldiers at Truro, and lead them in prayers. Hugh Peters, Master Peters 
Messuage From Sir Thomas Fairfax, Delivered in Both Houses of the Lords and Commons (London, 
1645), 5. 
127 Ram, The Souldiers Catechisme, 11. 
128 Stephen Marshall, Meroz Cursed, or, a Sermon Preached to the Honourable House of Commons 
(London, 1642), 41; 43; Stephen Marshall, Meroz Cvrse for Not Helping the Lord Against the Mighty… 
Preached on a Day of Humiliation, at S. Sepulchers, London (London, 1642), 6. Emphasis in original. 
129 Marshall, Meroz Cvrse, 7. 
130 Skippon quoted by Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 14. Skippon was the major-general of the 
London Trained Bands. He had a gules (red) banner, depicting a heavenly arm, holding a sword 
pointing to a Bible. The motto reads: “Pray and fight. Jehovah helps and will help”. The message was 
that God helped to protect true religion, because His sword pointed to the Bible in its defence, but the 
soldiers should also pray to receive aid. Bodleian Library (hereafter Bodl), Rawlinson MS B 48, John 
Lucas, “London in Armes Displayed. Or the Distincons Millitary and Civill of the Comanders of Horse 
Troopes and Collonells of the Trained Bands in the Cittie London. There Armes Blazoned and 
Etymoligies Peculiiary Pertaining to Armes,” f. 11v. Original in Latin: Ora et pugna iuuet et iuuabet 
Jehovia. Translation obtained from Alan R. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices of the English Civil 
Wars 1642-1660, The English Emblem Tradition, ed. Peter M. Daly (Toronto: Toronto University 
Press, 1995), 3: 152. As mentioned, Skippon even wrote two devotional manuals during the civil war, 
which told soldiers to pray. Clearly Skippon was a commander concerned with prayer. See footnote 91. 
131 Hugh Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing-House (London, 1645), 
5. 
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accident heard praying, with that faith and familiarity with God, that I have stood 
wondering at the grace.” Dell referred to the Parliamentarian army as ‘saints’ and 
especially noted that prayer was conducted by all ranks in the army.132 Joshua Sprigge 
also depicted the officers as godly and that they prayed regularly “‘with their 
soldiery’” – the common soldiers. 133  The Parliamentarians have thus been 
immortalised as a praying, psalm-singing, godly army. 
 
Richard Bernard’s military manual outlined the Biblical practise of singing psalms 
before battle, and implied that this should be mirrored by good Christian soldiers.134 
The Parliamentarians are well known for psalm-singing before battle, and there are 
several examples where this occurred.135  Colonel Holles’s regiment (containing 
Wharton) marched toward Worcester and “continued singing of psalms” while they 
quartered over night.136 Fairfax’s men were directed in singing psalms while they 
stormed the walls of Leeds.137 Royalists, in the confusion of the Battle of Marston 
Moor (2 July 1644), could identify the Parliamentarian soldiers by their psalm-
singing.138 Griffin notes that the Royalists definitely heard and sang psalms as a 
component of their services, but not as they marched into battle.139 However, Certain 
Prayers indicates that the Royalists may have sung psalms in the same manner as 
Parliamentarians; there were “Psalmes to be Said or Sung” listed at the end of the 
work. These were for marching forth, before battle, for deliverance or victory, in 
distress, and for peace.140  
  
                                                
132 William Dell, The Building and Glory of the Truely Christian and Spiritual Church… Preached… 
at the Leaguer Before Oxford, June. 7 1646 (London, 1646), epistle. Emphasis in original. Dell used an 
unusual style of emphasis within this piece. 
133 Sprigge quoted by Gentles, The New Model Army, 87. 
134 Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 211. The Biblical precedent of psalm-singing Christian soldiers is also 
noted in Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 5-5v. 
135 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 125; Laurence, “Did the Nature of 
the Enemy Make a Difference? Army Chaplains in the Wars of the Three Kingdoms,” 95. 
136 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 326. 
137 While the Parliamentarians stormed the walls of Leeds (23 January 1643), Jonathan Schofield, 
Fairfax’s army chaplain, encouraged the soldiers while standing on the walls. They “sang the 1 verse of 
the 68 Psalm, Let God arise, and then his enemies shall be scattered, and those hate him flee before 
him.” As more soldiers clambered over the works “Mr Schofield begun [again], and they sung another 
like verse.” See “A True Relation of the Passages at Leeds,” in The Rider of the White Horse and His 
Army, Their Late Good Successe in Yorre-shiere (London, 1643), 6. Emphasis in original. 
138 Slingsby, The Diary of Sir Henry Slingsby, 112; Simeon Ashe, Continuation of True Intelligence 
From the Armies in the North [10-27 July] (London, 1644), 3. 
139 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, xi. 
140 Certain Prayers, 18. 
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Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined religious observance in civil war armies, demonstrating that 
both sides held religious duties in high esteem. Although there was a concerted 
general effort to control the religiosity of the soldiers, Charles was disappointed with 
his soldiers’ efforts. Charles’s June 1643 proclamation bemoaned: “We Have, to Our 
great Greife, and high Displeasure, observed a generall Liberty taken by all sorts … in 
the totall neglect of the service of God.”141 Military expediency may account for some 
lapses from the military laws. It is also possible that this proclamation was for the 
benefit of Charles’s opponents, demonstrating a concern for soldierly religiosity to 
combat the regularly cast aspersions on the Royalists and their morality. Or, it may be 
that Charles – especially known for his piety – had very high ideals that could not 
always be met. As James F. Larkin notes, Charles deeply believed in his 
proclamations and injunctions (and by association, his military articles). When 
writing in the ‘royal voice’ (such as ‘we’ and ‘our’ in his royal statements), “Charles 
was a literary artist of intense conviction and deep feeling, whose most poignant 
messages were written in his heart’s blood.”142 This adds depth to understanding the 
mindset from which the Royalist cause was driven. It was driven by the concern of a 
king who did indeed care greatly for the Royalists’ religiosity.  
 
It could be argued that military laws were necessary to regulate negative behaviours 
that the soldiers were unwantedly exhibiting – not repairing to the colours, or not 
attending divine services. This would render Charles’s articles mere attempts to 
regulate what he perceived as an irreligious army. The Parliamentarian failure to 
update their military articles would suggest that their soldiers were sufficiently 
diligent in their religious duties. But, the ‘anecdotal evidence’ of letters, diaries, and 
histories paints a subtle picture of the Royalists who did obey these regulations, and a 
Parliamentarian army that was indeed godly and devout. The gaps and silences, or 
conversely intense regulation within the laws, demonstrates the contrast between the 
Church of England Royalist regulations and the Parliamentarian ‘reformed’ 
                                                
141 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 910. 
142 Ibid., 2: xx. 
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regulations. It is perhaps more demonstrative of the style of religion in both armies, 
than the extent to which the laws were obeyed.143  
 
Nonetheless, while there may have been a great deal of conformity to these religious 
tenets, the military articles are not a single expression of religious observance in the 
army; rather, they express what the high command on both sides wished their army’s 
religious practice to resemble. Religious observance may not have been the same for 
all soldiers, or performed with the same sense of unwavering duty. Yet, this chapter 
has outlined the times in which both sides did adhere to the military articles. Both 
sides were concerned that their armies consisted of Christian soldiers, whose conduct 
was regulated, and subsequent success in war was encouraged, by the soldiers’ own 
spiritual observance. The soldiers were prompted to be ‘godly’, and in many respects 
they were. Sunday services were observed – the lynch-pin of religious observance. 
Ministers regularly delivered military sermons before battle. The soldiers also prayed 
and sang psalms as they met the opposing side on the battlefield or in besieged 
spaces. These prayers or psalms were either directed by the ministers, or found in 
printed forms of worship that were disseminated to the troops. There is no doubt that 
religion was ubiquitous in this period, and both sides actively cultivated Christian 
soldiers. The stereotype of the psalm-singing and praying Parliamentarian soldiers 
largely holds true, while the irreligious and morally-suspect Royalist is questioned 
and potentially recast. 144  The high command was crucial in the creation or 
encouragement of Christian soldiers, either shaping or fanning their attitudes toward 
war and their conception of fighting “the Lord’s battaile”.145 
                                                
143 The extent to which the laws were obeyed may be impossible to discover until Royalist court 
martial records are uncovered, as Griffin points out. Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the 
King’s Armies, xii.  
144 The stereotypes of the two sides originated in the seventeenth century. Richard Baxter depicted the 
Royalists as irreligious sinners, and the Parliamentarians as sermon-attending, psalm-singing, and 
praying soldiers. It is possible that the Parliamentarians, writing the initial ‘winner’s history’, 
represented the Royalists as such for propagandist purposes. Richard Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae: 
Or, Mr. Richard Baxters Narrative of the Most Memorable Passages of His Life and Times (London 
1696), 31; 33. 
145 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 317. 
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Chapter Two 
 
“Put on the whole Armour of God”1: Imparting Holy War to the Troops 
 
Within the first days of the king planting his standard at Nottingham, there was 
already a heady atmosphere of hate, holy war, and retributive justice. The 
Parliamentarian soldiers were already inspired with vitriolic ideas of the opposing 
side. Nehemiah Wharton’s view of the war has already been noted, as he exclaimed 
we “will valiantly fight the Lord’s battaile”.2 Wharton was not alone in this belief. 
The Royalist officer, Sir Francis Wortley, also articulated why the Royalists fought – 
“The Cause is Gods, and therefore good.”3 Only three weeks after his initial holy war 
statement, Wharton spoke of drowning his master’s favours, those he wore in his 
hatband, in the blood of Royalists. With further bloodthirsty abandon, Wharton also 
declared that he would have “a dish of Calvellaers to supper”.4  
 
The sixteenth- and seventeenth-century military manuals, regularly used by military 
men, established the legality of just war as that fought for religion and against God’s 
enemies. Wars were just if they were the “battels of the Lord”.5 During the civil war 
this idea was readily used; both sides articulated the same religious war rhetoric and 
the high command used this terminology to impart holy war ideals to the troops. 
Provocative messages of acceptable religious violence and the religious cause of war 
were distributed to the troops in easily absorbed forms – simplified and condensed 
versions of the military manuals, contracted versions of the Bible, vitriolic soldiers’ 
catechisms, and, on the Royalist side, through the military laws and prayer books. The 
promulgation of holy war ideals to the troops occurred for two reasons. First, the 
seventeenth-century understanding of daily life was guided by Biblical precedent.6 
And, with religious tensions driving the war, holy war rhetoric was a natural 
                                                
1 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible. Shewing From the Holy Scriptures, the Soldier’s Duty and 
Encouragement (London, 1693), title page. 
2 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 317. 
3 Sir Francis Wortley, Characters and Elegies ([London ?] 1646), 38. 
4 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 316-17; 323.  
5 Quote drawn from Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 1. This same concept is 
found in Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 28-29; Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 211. 
6 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, chapter one; Hill, The World Turned 
Upside Down, passim. 
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consequence. Second, in contemporaries’ eyes, justifying war with religion brought 
validity to their actions, explaining why religious war attitudes were partly driven 
from the top down. 
 
Army chaplains influenced the attitudes of the soldiers, as the ministers were among 
the main actors involved in the exhortation of the troops. Chaplains were seen as 
inherently important to the day-to-day functioning of the army.7 Anne Laurence 
suggests that colonels appointed regimental army chaplains according to their 
congruence with their own beliefs and religious persuasion. 8  Because both 
commanders and chaplains had a crucial role in shaping the troops’ attitudes, it was 
important that their beliefs were similar. George Monck even noted of a commander’s 
role: “‘it is most necessary for a General in the first place to approve his Cause, and 
settle an opinion of right in the minds of his Officers and Souldiers: the which can be 
no way better done, than by the Chaplains of an Army’”.9 Monck implied that the 
general was responsible for projecting specific views to the officers and soldiers in 
their regiment, and the army chaplains were the best method of inculcation. The army 
chaplains gave religious and moral advice in their sermons, pamphlets, catechising, 
and personal ministry to the troops and commanders.10 Importantly, clergymen wrote 
the military manuals and army chaplains may have written the pocket bibles, soldiers’ 
catechisms, and even consulted on the military laws.11 Barbara Donagan explains that 
because clergymen were responsible for creating the military manuals, it is no 
surprise that Royalist and Parliamentarian ministers “expressed similar views” during 
the civil war.12 Although it has been accepted that religious war was merely a concern 
                                                
7 Ministers acted as messengers between the two sides or within their own army, wrote pamphlets and 
acted as journalists reporting on engagements, sat on war councils, and negotiated with the enemy. 
Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 125-26; Gouge, “The Churches 
Conquest Over the Sword,” epistle.  
8 Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 9-12; Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a 
Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three Kingdoms,” 93. 
9 George Monck quoted by Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 121. 
10 Bernard specifically highlighted the need to have army chaplains in seventeenth-century armies 
because of their important function in ministering to the troops. Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 159. 
11 Griffin suggests that the Earl of Strafford’s army chaplain, William Watts, consulted on the military 
articles created for Strafford’s army in 1638. Watts later became army chaplain to the Earl of Arundel 
in the Bishops’ Wars and then chaplain to Prince Rupert, remaining with his regiment throughout the 
civil war, even travelling to Ireland with Rupert in 1649. Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in 
the King’s Armies, 20. 
12 Ministers advised the soldiers not to swear, drink, fornicate, and duel, and they were averse to 
irreligion and general misbehaviour. Both sides regulated against moral depravations and aimed to 
produce troops that were religiously and morally acceptable. Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War 
and Religion in England,” 129; 133. 
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of the Parliamentarian side, there is evidence that the Royalists exhibited the same 
behaviours. The same material existed for soldiers of both sides and they contained 
the same acerbic messages. 
 
“[P]rovide [soldiers] some of these bookes”13: Literacy in the Civil War Armies 
Knowledge of warfare was widespread, as war tactics, logistics, and moral guidelines 
for war were published in pamphlets and books. There was a huge demand for and 
outpouring of these works.14 Over a 150-year period before the civil war, 165 military 
manuals were printed in England and some 450 were printed in Europe. When war 
broke out, these figures rose significantly.15 Military manuals were popular and 
several English examples expounded to soldiers that war could be justifiably waged. 
 
Some civil war commanders possessed vast libraries of war literature.16 Sir James 
Turner, the author of the military manual Pallas Armata (1683), had clearly read 
several ancient and modern works on war. Turner had to have access to or possess a 
large library to generate his impressive manual. 17  A manuscript illustrating 
Parliamentarian military banners suggested that commanders were in “continuall 
studie to make themselves fitt for the Patronage & Defence of the Weale publike at 
home”.18 In preparation for his command, Edward Harley spent one pound, eleven 
shillings on six military manuals. These works could be well worn, as they were 
carried into battle. Charles Carlton also notes that Sir John Gell’s copy of The 
Pathwaie to Martiall Discipline (1582) was worn and stained with human blood, 
                                                
13 Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], 30. 
14 Peter Young and Wilfrid Emberton have argued that war was “rendered a forgotten art”. Peter Young 
and Wilfred Emberton, Sieges of the Great Civil War, 1642-1646 (London: Bell & Hyman, 1978), 1. 
Frank Tallett and Donagan refute this concept. Frank Tallett, War and Society in Early-Modern 
Europe, 1495-1715 (London: Routledge, 1992), 39; Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 34. 
15 Charles Carlton, This Seat of Mars: War and the British Isles, 1485-1746 (New Haven; London: 
Yale University Press, 2011), 32. 
16 Essex’s library inventory illustrates that military men bought and read these works. See Vernon F. 
Snow, “An Inventory of the Lord General’s Library, 1646,” The Library 2 (1966): passim. 
17 Turner’s manual is an impressive synthesis of ancient and modern works relating to war and the 
soldierly profession. Turner regularly quoted classical examples and authors such as Thucydides.  
Turner discussed the formations of the Grecian army (chapter one, book one) and the historical troubles 
faced by the Romans (chapter one, book two) in great detail. Turner also cited Machiavelli when 
discussing the development of gunpowder and reforms made to ‘modern’ militia. Turner even 
corrected Machiavelli based on his own research of the composition of the Roman army. Referring the 
reader to more on war, Turner also listed all the works contemporary to his own that soldiers should 
read to learn more of warfare in Europe (that, at times, was region-specific as each area had its own 
variations to the rules of war). Turner even directed the reader to view John Cruso’s work on the 
English cavalry. Turner, Pallas Armata, 77; 94; 160-61.  
18 Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 4v. 
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possibly from wounds he received during the civil war.19 Many of these works are 
large volumes, some spanning over 300 pages. Others were small in nature – typically 
pocket sized – like the pamphlet Instrvctions for Mvsters and Armes (1631) and 
Thomas Fisher’s Warlike Directions (1644).20 According to Donagan, these smaller 
works were aimed at mass distribution to the lower classes and inexperienced 
soldiers. The better constructed, more “elegant” works were aimed at the gentry and 
educated élite, yet they all shared “common instructive purpose”.21 These smaller, 
simpler, and condensed works would have been read widely by the lower ranks in the 
army, as their popularity suggests.22 
 
It has been estimated that in the 1640s, thirty per cent of men and ten per cent of 
women were literate across the British Isles. In London, seventy to eighty per cent of 
men and fifteen to twenty per cent of women were literate.23 Joad Raymond argues 
that these estimates should be considered a minimum, as literacy rates were more 
likely higher – perhaps even as high as fifty per cent for men.24 Raymond illustrates 
there is no doubt that wartime pamphlets were read by the middling and poorer 
                                                
19 Carlton, This Seat of Mars, 33. This is also found in Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 39. 
20 Instrvctions for Mvsters and Armes (London, 1631); Thomas Fisher, Warlike Directions: Or the 
Sovldiers Practice, 3 ed. (London, 1644). Young points out that William Barriffe wrote the military 
manual, Military Discipline: Or the Yong (sic) Artillery Man (London, 1635). He was major in John 
Hampden’s regiment in 1642. His book ran to several editions and was one of the most popular training 
manuals for the civil war. Barriffe gained military experience in Europe. John Cruso’s, Militarie 
Instructions for the Cavallrie (Cambridge, 1632) was the most popular training manual for the cavalry. 
Because it was published in Cambridge, Young posits that it served as a manual for the Eastern 
Association. Peter Young, Marston Moor 1644: The Campaign and the Battle (Kineton: The 
Roundwood Press, 1970), 8. 
21 Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 34. 
22 Carlton has suggested that the dense, often 300-page military manuals were read aloud to the troops 
alongside the military laws. Carlton, This Seat of Mars, 32. This is possible, but there is no evidence 
that it occurred. The large volumes may not have been used, given their arduous length. It would have 
been logistically difficult to read a 300-page military manual to the troops on the march. The only time 
this might be possible would be while the troops were garrisoned, or in winter quarters for extended 
periods. Rather, it may be that contracted versions were used for this purpose. 
23 Joad Raymond, The Invention of the Newspaper: English Newsbooks, 1641-1649 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2005), 238; 241. 
24 Ibid. Given that many of the Parliamentarian soldiers in the main field army were Londoners, there is 
little reason to question their literacy levels. Anthony Wood spoke to Parliamentarian soldiers in 
Oxfordshire and he found them “to have grammar learning in them”. Athenae Oxonienses, 3 ed. 
(London, 1813), xi. Royalist soldiers were drafted from across England in 1642 and Ian Roy classifies 
it as a national army, more “reflective of society as a whole, than that of their opponents, raised mainly 
in London and Essex.” Roy, “Royalist Reputations: The Cavalier Ideal and the Reality,” 95. But, the 
Royalists consisted largely of the gentry and the educated élite, so they too were probably highly 
literate. Stoyle has suggested that Royalists from the lower ranks in the army, those who left written 
accounts of the civil war, were highly educated or heralded from the upper echelons of society. Stoyle, 
“‘Memories of the Maimed’: The Testimony of Charles I’s Former Soldiers,” 206. A Royalist regiment 
was also drawn together from university students at Oxford. Athenae Oxonienses, ix. 
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groups.25 Mark Stoyle has identified that pamphleteers even specifically targeted 
soldiers with their writing, and officers often distributed printed works to their troops 
in the field.26 The Parliamentarian military articles state that “every Colonell and 
Captaine is to provide some of these bookes [the military laws]” to the soldiers so that 
the laws may be understood.27 The military manuals, soldiers’ pocket bibles, and 
catechisms may have been similarly distributed to the troops. One manual for 
Royalists soldiers specifically noted it was for “all Gent. Souldiers, of what gradation 
soever, of Horse or Foote, fom (sic) the Colonel to the lowest Musquetier of the last 
Ranke and Foile.”28 Lionel Gatford, the Royalist army chaplain, also noted that 
Biblical passages (those relating to Christian soldiers’ victories over the enemies of 
God) would “be read over and over in these times especially by souldiers”.29 There is 
also evidence that literate soldiers read pamphlets to those who could not read.30 
Furthermore, that there were so many works targeted at soldiers suggests there was a 
wide-reading audience among military men; there would be no need to print so many 
volumes if there was no audience for such works.31 Given the size differences among 
volumes – from massive tomes to small pamphlets – the works could reach all literacy 
levels within the army. The holy war principles in these works were easily accessible 
by the troops – from commander-in-chief to the common soldiers. 
 
The military manuals were widely known by military men and the officers were, 
without a doubt, aware of the rules of war. The high command of both sides 
(comprised of educated officers, courtiers, and army chaplains) created the “direct, 
earthy, and unambiguous” works that transmitted the religious justifications for war to 
                                                
25 Raymond, The Invention of the Newspaper, chapter five. 
26 Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women at Naseby,” 910. 
Richard Baxter deplored that this caused sectarianism in the army. Laurence, Parliamentary Army 
Chaplains, 79. 
27 Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], 30. Wharton was rewarded with “several 
excellent bookes in folio of my own chusinge” from his superior, and Wharton was sent books from 
relatives, friends, and his master. Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 317; 322; 333.  
28 Jordan, The Christian Souldier, 1. 
29 Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, Lionel Gatford, “To the Valiant and Loyall Cornish-Men of Rankes 
and Degrees [c. 1646],” f. 58v. Sincere gratitude must be extended to Professor Mark Stoyle for 
suggesting that I view this sermon. 
30 Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women at Naseby,” 910; 
Raymond, The Invention of the Newspaper, 242-43. 
31 Raymond notes “[t]he larger the print-run the higher circulation the text was likely to have.” 
Raymond, The Invention of the Newspaper, 233. 
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the common soldiers.32 In this manner, the high command attempted to influence the 
attitudes of the soldiers.33 
 
Holy War Expressed by the High Command: The Military Articles 
If the Royalist soldiers missed the just cause of war in military manuals, the military 
articles made reference to justifiable holy war. Already discussed in Chapter One, 
Charles’s military articles contained his preamble regarding the war. The preamble 
was a carefully worded caution to those who had openly waged war against the king. 
Charles had been forced to raise an army to fight “Our Disloyall and Rebellious 
Subjects, who casting all fear of God from before their eyes, have of late taken up 
Arms”.34 The Parliamentarians are represented as irreligious because they had set 
aside proper Christian conduct.35 Terms such as “Rebellious Subjects” and lacking 
proper “fear of God” were subtle references to the Biblical passages that represent 
rebellion as a sin and further equate it with diabolism – the interconnectedness of the 
Devil, evil, and witchcraft.36 The Royalists utilised this position from the outset to 
justify the war. This theological underpinning established the way in which 
Parliamentarians could be perceived as an ‘other’, God’s enemies, and heretics.   
 
Heresy was anything that did not conform to one’s concept of ‘the true Protestant 
religion’ – whether Episcopalian or reformed. Alexandra Walsham has significantly 
contributed to the understanding of religious tolerance and intolerance in early 
modern England. Religious toleration had specific connotations in the seventeenth 
century. Walsham has demonstrated that tolerance and intolerance were linked, and 
were not polar opposite positions.37 Walsham notes: “[t]o persecute was to display a 
                                                
32 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, xvii-xviii. 
33 Newman has noted it is perhaps more attainable to understand ‘attitudes’ rather than ‘beliefs’. It is 
almost impossible to even approach ‘principles’ and ‘beliefs’ in the sources. Newman, The Old 
Service, 7. 
34 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1642], 1. 
35 Ibid. 
36 ‘Evilness’ of rebellion is outlined in Proverbs 17:11. The Holy Bible, Conteyning the Old Testament, 
and the New [hereafter King James Bible (1611)] (London, 1611). Rebellion is an act committed by 
evil persons. The Devil was complicit in causing Christians to rebel from God and/or their divinely-
sanctioned monarchs. Therefore, the Royalists regularly recited the Biblical passage “rebellion is the 
sin of witchcraft” (1 Samuel 25:23), attaching the concept of rebellion and ‘evilness’ to a Biblical and 
contemporary understanding of witchcraft (diabolism). For more on this argument please see Chapter 
Four and Edward Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, Wherein by the VVord of God, the Nature and 
Disposition of a Rebell is Discovered … Preached at Shrewsbury, May 19. 1644 (Oxford, 1644), 1-2; 
4; 10. 
37 Walsham, Charitable Hatred, 4-5. 
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charitable hatred: a charity towards the sinner that was inextricable from a fervent 
hatred of the sin that endangered his or her salvation… persecution was not merely a 
type of holy violence but ‘an arm of pastoral theology’.”38 During the civil war, 
religious difference was viewed as problematic. It was believed that God would 
punish those who condoned religious pluralism, or those who did not actively force 
others into the fold. Religious unity was crucial to the preservation of political 
stability.39 This is the crux of civil war religious intolerance; church and state were 
wholly intertwined and the stability of one relied upon the other. The instability of 
religious difference – potentially inspiring God’s wrath – may have caused the view 
that negative influences on the state religion needed to be resolved. Heretics needed to 
be converted or extirpated.40 Parliamentarians could label Charles’s changes to the 
Church of England as heretical because of its popish vestiges. Similarly, any 
dissention from the king’s religious policy could be seen by Royalists as a rebellious 
action, easily theorised as heretical sectarianism. Religiously inspired hatred 
simmered, and there was potential for sudden bursts of physical or verbal attack on 
the religious ‘other’.41 As already noted, since the sixteenth century it had become 
common to exclude all heretics from the rules of war – those that protected 
combatants and non-combatants from extreme violence. 42  And as Walsham 
demonstrates, the 1401 statute, allowing acts of holy violence against heretics who 
would not repent, could still be exercised until it was repealed in 1678. Holy violence 
was something that could be legally used to punish heretics.43 And, Charles’s military 
articles subtly aligned the Parliamentarians with religious deviancy.  
 
King Charles clearly articulated the cause of war to his troops. When Charles’s troops 
assembled for the first time (19 September 1642), Charles, “putting himself in the 
                                                
38 Ibid., 2. 
39 Ibid. 
40 But what of the heterogeneity on the Royalist side? Charles was lenient toward Catholics before and 
during the civil war (although, Newman has argued there was nothing to suggest that a Royalist-won 
civil war would result in Catholics gaining religious freedoms). Catholics were once again persecuted 
in the Restoration. Hardacre, The Royalists During the Puritan Revolution, 51; 53; 163-64; Newman, 
The Old Service, 198-99. The necessity of war seemed to result in a brief period of ‘freedom’ for 
Catholics. This can also be seen in women’s experiences during the civil war; yet, it seems women 
gained longer-lasting social change. Alison Plowden, Women All on Fire: The Women of the English 
Civil War (Stroud: Sutton, 1998); Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of the 
Royalist Women at Naseby”; Ann Hughes, Gender and the English Revolution (Abingdon: Routledge, 
2012). 
41 Walsham, Charitable Hatred, 13; 15-16. 
42 Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 271. 
43 Walsham, Charitable Hatred, 57. 
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middle, where he might best be heard” swore an oath. “I do promise in the presence 
of Almighty God … to the utmost of my power, defend and maintain The true 
reformed Protestant religion established in the Church of England”. 44 Charles’s 
words had resounding influence on Royalists, as Gatford reflected upon the 
protestation in his stirring military sermon to the Cornish troops four years later. 
Gatford viewed it as a true statement of the Royalist cause and one that had been 
upheld, unlike his view of the comparable parliamentary protestation.45 Charles had 
demonstrated to the troops why they fought – to protect religion and its defender (the 
king). This protestation connected the role of the soldiers to the aims of the king. Not 
only did Charles establish the ‘otherness’ of Parliamentarians, he also attempted to 
influence the soldiers’ reasons to fight the war. The troops heard the military laws 
once a week and this repetition may have had a mnemonic effect, creating an image 
of the opposing side and solidifying the soldiers’ resolve.46 The articles provided an 
oath that all soldiers were required to recite, when hearing the articles every Sunday. 
The oath, sworn in the eyes of God, stated that the soldier would defend the king, 
which by implication included the defence of established religion.47 By 1643, the 
king’s military articles had evolved to enforce that the Oath of Fidelity was to be 
recited by the soldiers after divine services.48 There is a clear connection between 
religious observance – the daily and weekly spiritual rituals of the army – and the 
soldiers’ oath to the king; loyalty was bound to religious services. 
 
                                                
44 Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion, 2: 311-12. Emphasis in original.  
45 Gatford repeated Charles’s oath exactly. Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 48v. On Charles’s 
protestation sworn to his troops and read aloud in churches at Chester on 25 September 1642, see BL., 
Harleian MS 2135, Charles I, “His Maties Protestation,” f. 83. For detailed analysis of the composition 
and delivery of Gatford’s military sermon, please see Chapter Four. 
46 The Earl of Newcastle delivered a similar speech to his troops, which was also published in his 
army’s military laws. In his speech, Newcastle clearly established his loyalty to the king and protecting 
his divine right. Charles I, Orders and Institutions of War, 8. By professing that he fought to protect the 
king and his prerogative – established by the Bible – Newcastle was in turn urging his soldiers to do 
the same. 
47 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 1; 4; 22-24. The remainder of Charles’s 
military articles for his armies – encompassing the years 1643 (there were three printed in this year) 
and 1644 – express the same message as those first published in 1642. The preamble is repeated and 
soldiers were reminded why they fought for the king. See the king’s articles from 1642 to 1644, 
footnotes 18 and 20, Chapter One. 
48 The Oath of Fidelity was the soldiers’ oath, included at the end of the military articles. This oath 
contained statements regarding loyalty to Charles against “Rebell Subjects”, that the troops would be 
“true and a faithfull servant[s] and Souldier[s]”, and that they would obey the military laws and their 
commanders. This oath was sworn in the eyes of God, and its connection to divine services is revealing 
of the relationship between religion and loyalty for Royalists. Charles I, Military Orders and Articles 
[Madan 1210], 4; 22-23.  
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Given the general view of the Parliamentarians’ religious war fervour, it would be 
expected that they exhibited religious war rhetoric in their military articles. The 
Parliamentarian articles lack a comparable preamble such as Charles’s, which clearly 
stated the purpose of fighting the war.49 It would be expected that the Parliamentarian 
articles also included a statement to this aim, so that the soldiers knew that their 
loyalty to parliament’s cause was linked to their protection of reformed religion. The 
Parliamentarian high command might not have realised the value of using the military 
articles as such a platform. Although not in the military articles, Essex, as 
commander-in-chief, explained to parliament that he fought “to serve my Country, 
and defend Religion and Liberty”.50 And, individual members of the House of 
Commons collectively swore a protestation on 3 May 1641, similar to Charles’s at 
Shrewsbury. Nonetheless, it was not included in the military articles.51 Although the 
Parliamentarian high command conceived of the war as waged in defence of religion, 
they did not utilise the military articles as a means to promulgate a holy war message 
to the troops. However, both sides utilised other means of disseminating holy war 
concepts. 
 
“I hate them with perfect hatred”52: Soldiers’ Pocket Bibles 
Soldiers’ pocket bibles contained condensed Biblical passages relating to soldiers and 
war. The pocket bibles were small to counter “the want of the whole Bible, which a 
Souldier cannot conveniently carry about him”, and they could fit in the breast 
pocket.53 The Parliamentarians experienced a “marvellous Preservation of Souldiers 
by Bibles in their Pockets which have received the Bullets”. This providential 
protection was so common that Richard Baxter – a Parliamentarian army chaplain – 
                                                
49 See all Parliamentarian articles from 1642 to 1646, footnotes 12 and 26, Chapter One. 
50 Journal of the House of Lords, 2 May 1644, 6: 504-10. A notation underneath an illustration of 
Essex’s military banner highlighted that he was “Imployed for the defence of this Protestant Religion 
the safety of his Maiesties Person and of the Parleament the Preseruation of the Lawes Liberties and 
Peace of the Kingdom”. BL., Sloane MS 5247, “Cornets or Flags and Arms… of the Earl of Essex’s 
Army,” f. 2. 
51 It was recognised that there was an “undermining, and Danger of the Ruin, of the true, reformed 
Religion, in his Majesty’s Dominions” and  Ministers of Parliament then swore to defend “the true, 
reformed, Protestant Religion, expressed in the Doctrine of the Church of England, against all Popery, 
and Popish innovations.” Journal of the House of Commons, 3 May 1641 (1802), 2: 131-33. Gatford 
was referring to this parliamentary protestation in his military sermon, when he chided that it had been 
ignored by parliament and the oath had been broken. Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 46.  
52 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible, 9. 
53 The Souldiers Pocket Bible, title page. The bibles were “fit for the Soldier’s, or Seaman’s Pocket”. 
The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible, title page. 
 50 
felt he need not repeat each individually.54 The regularity of these “Providences”, and 
commonness of soldiers carrying the bibles, typifies the Parliamentarians’ religiosity. 
The physical item, viewed as a tool of God’s providence, acted as a protective shield. 
Evidence of similarly protective Royalist pocket bibles remains elusive.55 
 
The only extant Parliamentarian soldiers’ pocket bible was anonymously published in 
August 1643.56 The Biblical verses reproduced inside the pocket bible were drawn 
almost entirely from the Geneva Bible, preferred by the Parliamentarians.57 Of the 
120 verses used from the Bible, only six are from the New Testament; the Old 
Testament was preferred because of its sanction of militant Christian soldiers.58 The 
peaceful statements drawn from the New Testament such as Matthew 5:44 “Loue 
your enemies”, are immediately followed with precedent from the Old Testament 
regarding how and why soldiers should fight – but “hate them as they are gods 
enemies.”59 The Souldiers Pocket Bible states its purpose clearly in the extended title 
– to teach the “Souldier to fight the Lords Battels”.60 The soldiers were assured of 
divine sanction for the Parliamentarian cause, which justified their actions in war.61 
Not only did the soldiers “fight the Lords Battels” but they were also told to hate 
those they opposed. The brevity of the passage relating to fighting the Lord’s battles 
is testament to the way in which pocket bibles were intended for use. The passage was 
supposed to remind soldiers of the Bible’s message on a given topic, and the soldiers 
were required to recall instruction from elsewhere – sermons, catechising, and 
ministers’ personal instruction.62 
 
                                                
54 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 46. 
55 In comparison, Henry Ferne pointed out that the Royalists had been saved when “the buckle of a Belt 
has borne the thrust of a sword, and a peice of an Horse-shooe casually found & hung at a Souldiers 
girdle has broken the force of a bullet”. Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal, 39. 
56 The Souldiers Pocket Bible, title page. Thomason noted receiving the work on 3 August, which 
usually meant it was published just days beforehand. Madan, Oxford Books, 2: viii; xiii.  
57 Francis Fry, ed. The Souldiers Pocket Bible Printed at London … Reproduced in Facsimile With an 
Introduction (London: Willis and Sotheran, 1862), v. 
58 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 5. 
59 Matthew 5:44 continues “blesse them that curse you”, as opposed to the Old Testament that says 
“hate them as they are gods enemies” (Psalm 139:20-21). King James Bible (1611); The Souldiers 
Pocket Bible, 6; Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 3. 
60 The Souldiers Pocket Bible, title page. 
61 Ibid., 2-3. 
62 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, xvii-xviii. 
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The only extant Royalist pocket bible was published in 1693, some forty years after 
the civil war.63 This pocket bible was an edited version of the aforementioned 
Parliamentarian pocket bible. Given the messages within the 1643 pocket bible – to 
fight against God’s enemies – it is noteworthy that the holy war sentiments could be 
transferred for use by both sides. Indeed, the messages within the 1643 pocket bible 
have been influential to soldiers in other nations and periods.64 According to Robert 
Thomas Fallon, the author considerably altered the passages drawn from the Geneva 
Bible, changing them to reflect the language of the King James Bible.65 The issue of 
the Royalist pocket bible is twofold: it is not certain there were earlier versions of the 
bible used by Royalist soldiers, and the only extant bible is removed from the civil 
war by forty years. As the remainder of this chapter illustrates that the Royalists had 
equally rancorous catechisms, there may well have been an equally goading pocket 
bible. A comparable Royalist pocket bible from the 1640s may be lost – not unlike the 
Parliamentarian pocket bible, which was uncovered in the nineteenth century.66 
 
The purpose of the late seventeenth-century Royalist pocket bible was identical to that 
of the Parliamentarian side – to encourage soldiers to fight a holy war, albeit in the 
1690s. The Biblical quote provided on the title page urged soldiers to “Put on the 
whole Armour of God”.67 If the soldiers fought for religion they would withstand evil. 
The pocket bible included a stirring incitement to fight: “Curse ye Meroz (said the 
Angel of the Lord) Curse ye bitterly the Inhabitants thereof, because they came not to 
the help of the Lord … against the Mighty”.68 Further mirroring the military manuals, 
                                                
63 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible. 
64 The Souldiers Pocket Bible was discovered in a personal library in America in the nineteenth 
century. Fry, The Souldiers Pocket Bible Printed at London, iii; vi. The pocket bible was reprinted in 
the United States in the nineteenth century and used by both sides of the American Civil War. It was 
mistakenly attributed to Edmund Calamy and thought to be used solely by Oliver Cromwell’s army. 
Around 74,000 copies were distributed to the northern army in the first year of the American Civil 
War, and another 126,000 copies were distributed to American soldiers in World War I. Fallon, The 
Christian Soldier, 1-2.   
65 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 21. 
66 When the Royalist Scarborough garrison surrendered, the surrender terms permitted soldiers to carry 
out their bibles in their knapsacks. However, the garrison had previously been Parliamentarian, until 
Cholmley defected to the king. Sir Hugh Cholmley, The Memoirs and Memorials of Sir Hugh 
Cholmley of Whitby, 1600-1657, ed. Jack Binns (Woodbridge, England: Boydell Press, 2000), 131. 
67 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible, title page; Ephesians 6:11, King James Bible (1611). 
68 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible, 3. Emphasis in original. This is Judges 5:23. In this Biblical 
parable, Meroz (a Biblical town) refused to fight God’s battles. Consequently, Meroz was utterly 
extirpated by God. This Biblical passage exhorted Christians to fight holy wars, and it was regularly 
used by civil war army chaplains. Marshall preached on Judges 5:23 over sixty times to 
Parliamentarian soldiers across England. Marshall, Meroz Cursed; Marshall, Meroz Cvrse; Collinson, 
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this pocket bible noted that soldiers may fight if it was a just and holy war fought for 
God. It is stipulated that “The Lord is a Man of War” and many Biblical figures “had 
encouragement from him” to fight, validating fighting a holy war.69 The constant 
theme throughout this pocket bible, like the Parliamentarian equivalent, was that 
soldiers were to “fight the Lord’s Battles”.70 The treatment of enemies is explained: 
“The Christian Soldier should love his Enemies; yet hate and destroy them as 
Enemies to God and his Country.” Strikingly similar to the preceding Parliamentarian 
pocket bible, the Royalist version urged “Do not I hate them, O Lord, that hate thee?... 
I hate them with perfect hatred. I account them mine Enemies, Who are haters of 
God.”71 Identical to considerations within the military manuals, these statements 
illustrate how theological arguments for just war were transmitted to the troops. 
 
Although there are no extant Royalist pocket bibles from the 1640s, there are several 
Royalist prayer books.72 The prayer books contained devotions for spiritual comfort, 
but also stridently militant prayers that reminded soldiers why they fought and that the 
cause was just. It was clearly stated in A Collection of Prayers that those who “take 
up Armes against thy Vice-gerent, is to fight against Heaven”.73 This connected the 
Royalist cause to the holy war theory; to fight against the king was to fight against 
God and religion, providing the theological justification for the war against the 
‘rebellious’ Parliamentarians. Certain Prayers guided soldiers to recite “the justice of 
our cause” and note that they fought for “the necessary defence of thy Church, the 
Truth, our Lawes, our Liberties, and the Obedience which we owe under thee, unto 
thine Anoynted.”74 Certain Prayers, also echoing the Christian militancy of soldiers’ 
pocket bibles and catechisms, compared the Royalist soldiers to the Israelites. The 
prayer for marching out asked God to accompany His ‘Israelites’ because “to thee 
                                                                                                                                      
The Birthpangs of Protestant England, 127; Fletcher, The Outbreak of the English Civil War, 344; 
William Sheils, “Provincial Preaching on the Eve of the Civil War: Some West Riding Fast Sermons,” 
in Religion, Culture and Society in Early Modern Britain: Essays in Honour of Patrick Collinson, ed. 
Anthony Fletcher (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 301. That the Royalists used this 
same Biblical passage is testament to the mutability of holy war messages. Edward Symmons even 
referred to Judges 5:23 in a military sermon to his troops (see Chapter Four). But, remarkably, the 
Parliamentarian pocket bible does not use this same passage. See and compare The Souldiers Pocket 
Bible. 
69 The Christian Soldier’s Penny Bible, 4.  Emphasis in original. 
70 Ibid., 5-6. 
71 Ibid., 9. Emphasis in original. 
72 As addressed in Chapter One. 
73 Duppa, A Collection of Prayers [Madan 1450], 4. 
74 Certain Prayers, 4. 
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alone belong the issues of Warre” and Royalists owed their successes to His aid – 
God’s aid was one of the main identifications of a just war.75 In A Collection of 
Prayers, the prayer for the king clearly articulated Royalist aims: war would end and 
the “true Religion” would be implemented, and all would “obey our King whom thou 
hast set over us”.76 
 
A Manvall reflects the connection between religion and defence of the king, but also 
highlights the ‘evilness’ of the Parliamentarians. There was a prayer for the king that 
typifies royalism and the belief in the divine right of kings. The prayer was to be 
recited, “Lord God … by whom Kings doe reigne … grant unto thy wel-beloved 
servant Charles our King … [that] his unnaturall and rebellious enemies being 
vanquished”.77 This prayer book not only asserted the Royalist cause of war but also 
delicately painted the Parliamentarians as sacrilegious and deceitful (potentially 
aligning them with the Devil), especially seen with the language “unnaturall and 
rebellious enemies”. Any of the prayers could be said “if leisure serve: but that for the 
King is not to be omitted.”78 Similar to the soldiers’ pocket bibles, the soldiers were 
directed to see the enemies – the Parliamentarians – as “strangers [who] are risen up 
against me: and tyrants which have not God before their eies”. God would “reward 
evill unto mine enemies” because they “walked in the counsell of the ungodly”.79 A 
Manvall depicted the Parliamentarians as “ungodly”, similar to Charles’s preamble at 
the beginning of his military articles. The prayer books illustrate that Parliamentarians 
should be hated because they were irreligious and evil for rebelling against their king. 
 
Several conclusions can be drawn from a direct comparison of these two pocket bibles 
and the Royalist prayer books. The simplicity of the pocket bibles reflects their 
targeted readership – the common soldiers. The passages were heavily abbreviated, 
with memorability in mind.80 It is unclear who wrote and published the pocket bibles, 
as they have no identified author. The military articles for each side were published 
by the commander-in-chief, but possibly drafted with the help of army chaplains.81 
                                                
75 Ibid., 3-4. 
76 Duppa, A Collection of Prayers [Madan 1450], 2-3; 8. 
77 [Chillingworth?], A Manvall of Prayers, unpaginated – see ‘A prayer for the King’. 
78 Ibid., unpaginated – see the end of the prayers for the Sacrament. 
79 Ibid. 
80 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 6. 
81 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 20. 
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Army chaplains also wrote the soldiers’ catechisms.82 Pocket bibles may have been 
similarly produced; written by a chosen minister and published for the army under the 
sanction of the commander-in-chief. The style of these works, and constant reference 
to the Scriptures, suggests a clerical writer. As would be expected, the Royalists 
exhibit a considerable preoccupation with duty to the monarch. But, both Royalist and 
Parliamentarian pocket bibles hold similarly zealous messages regarding the purpose 
and conduct of soldiers against the enemies of God, encouraging and inciting holy 
war. As the pocket bibles and prayer books were written for the troops, they illustrate 
how religious ideology was imparted; yet, there were further means to communicate 
holy war. 
 
“Wee take up Armes against the enemies of Jesus Christ”83: 
Civil War Soldiers’ Catechisms 
Matthew Sutcliffe stipulated that soldiers should complete “exercises of religion”, and 
catechising was an important component of this process.84 By 1643, the king ordered 
that soldiers must catechise on Sundays.85 The Parliamentarians did not specify that 
catechising must be performed, but the sheer volume of soldiers’ catechisms for that 
side suggests it did occur.86 Christopher Love’s “constant course was to go twice or 
thrice a weeke among the comon souldiers” on the guard and “discours with them in 
matters of Religion” encouraging them to “read the Bible and Study theire 
Catechismes”.87   
 
                                                
82 Robert Ram, author of a Parliamentarian catechism, was a Parliamentarian army chaplain. Laurence, 
Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 168. Thomas Swadlin, author of the comparable Royalist catechism, 
was not technically an army chaplain, but he did reside in Oxford (when not imprisoned by 
Parliamentarians during the 1640s) and was in close contact with Charles while in the city. Matthews, 
Walker Revised, 59. 
83 Ram, The Souldiers Catechisme, 3. 
84 Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 37. According to Donagan, Sutcliffe was a 
“respected authority for decades”, and none in seventeenth-century England surpassed his major work 
in importance. Sutcliffe’s work influenced war theorists who followed, such as Bernard and Gouge, 
and it was widely read and highly regarded. Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War,” 
15-16. Bernard even directed his readers to “Dr. Sutcliffe his booke.” Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 153. 
85 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3. This is repeated in Charles’s 12 June 
proclamation and the following military articles. Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 910-11; Charles I, 
Military Orders and Articles [1644], 3-4. 
86 See all the Parliamentarian military articles from 1642 to 1646, footnotes 12 and 26 in Chapter One. 
87 BL., Sloane MS 3945, f. 100-00v. 
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Catechising was a method of teaching the ‘simpler sort’ the basic tenets of 
Christianity.88 It was also a direct way to teach and preach specific messages to 
soldiers. Catechisms were question-and-answer forms of tutelage between a minister 
and their wards. Catechising was usually conducted face-to-face with the minister, but 
catechisms were also printed for personal use; the minister need not always instruct 
the parishioner.89 For civil war soldiers, printed catechisms were produced for their 
personal use on campaign and supplemented what soldiers had heard in divine 
services. 
 
Catechists had an important and delicate role given the audience of their works. Ian 
Green highlights: “catechists encouraged catechumens to see the ‘truth’ by ensuring 
that all catechetical teaching was soundly based on or consonant with the 
scriptures”.90 Hugh Peters saw the catechisms as sent by God and totally inviolable; 
like the pocket bibles, their message was divine and sacrosanct. Catechising was 
authoritative and “are the very word of God, or they flow from God, by divine 
inspiration.” Peters continued by suggesting catechisms “are perfect without defect or 
errour, every way sufficient of themselves alone, to guide us in al things needful of 
salvation, without adding ought to them, or diminishing ought from them.”91 Soldiers’ 
catechisms used Biblical excerpts to promulgate a particular message to the troops. 
These messages were validated by their adherence to Scripture, and consequently, 
irrespective of the vitriol, the soldiers may have taken their message seriously.92  
 
                                                
88 Ian Green, The Christian’s ABC: Catechisms and Catechizing in England c.1530-1740 (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1996), title page; 1. The Common Catechisme was aimed at the ‘meaner’ sort who 
were “ignorant of the grounds of christian faith”. Like Richard Bernard, Hugh Peters was focused on 
teaching those who were ignorant, yet demonstrated less tolerance: “In Flaming Fire taking Vengence 
on them that know not God”. Peters quoted Thessalonians 1:8, King James Bible (1611). Richard 
Bernard, The Common Catechisme Expressed in the Common Prayer Booke (London, 1640), 
unpaginated; Hugh Peters, Milke for Babes, and Meat for Men. Or, Principles Necessary to be 
Knowne, and Learned (London, 1641), 1. 
89 Green has demonstrated that many catechisms are no longer extant. Green, The Christian’s ABC: 
Catechisms and Catechizing, 45-48; 50-51; 65-66. It may be that there were many more soldiers’ 
catechisms for both sides. 
90 Ibid., 39-40. 
91 Peters, Milke for Babes, and Meat for Men, 1-2. 
92 William Gouge noted the role of ministers in acting as God’s messengers. Gouge, “The Churches 
Conquest Over the Sword,” epistle. The ruling against blasphemy and speaking against the articles of 
“Christian faith” in the armies’ military laws is testament to the inviolability of religious doctrine and 
their communicants. See all the military articles for both sides from 1642 to 1646 as the law remains 
the same for all – footnotes 12, 18, 20, and 26 in Chapter One. 
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According to Green, the earliest extant Parliamentarian soldiers’ catechism, published 
in 1643, is satirical in nature.93 Whether satirical or not, language cemented pervasive 
ideas in the civil war. It is then no coincidence that the demonising language within 
this catechism was repeated in the subsequent non-satirical Parliamentarian 
catechisms. The Parliamentarian propagandist author of The Cavaliers Catechisme 
parodied a Royalist catechism, mocking the Royalists while simultaneously labelling 
them as ‘papists’.94 This label, once applied to the Royalist side, was one of the many 
ways that the Parliamentarians’ war became a just and holy war. The king and his 
supporters had deceived the Royalist soldiers and “made [them] a member of the 
Church of Rome, and consequently a limb of Antichrist, an enemy to all goodnesse, 
the child of the divell”.95 As early as May 1643, the Royalist soldiers were aligned 
with the Antichrist – the most hated enemy of God.96 Language of this nature, 
whether satirical or not, was to have immense potency.97   
 
The Christian Souldiers Magazine (1644) “Compleatly Armed” the Parliamentarian 
soldiers with “Zeal and Courage”.98 The soldiers were reminded: “thou [God] art with 
us to fight our battells” and “we need no doubt” He is “more with us then with them. 
For if our God be for us, who can be against us?”99 Reference to Romans 8:31 was 
common within Parliamentarian sermons and on the soldiers’ own military banners.100 
This catechism notably asserted the divine sanction of parliament’s cause with holy 
war justifications. The most popular Parliamentarian soldiers’ catechism, running to 
at least eight editions, was Robert Ram’s The Souldiers Catechisme (1644).101 Ram’s 
                                                
93 Green suggests that, because this was a satirical catechism, it is perhaps less likely to shed light on 
soldiers’ attitudes during the civil war. Green, The Christian’s ABC: Catechisms and Catechizing, 618-
19. 
94 The Cavaliers Catechisme: Or, the Reformed Protestant Catechising the Antichristian Papists, 
Malignants … and Other Ill-Affected Persons Under the Name of Cavaliers (London, 1643), 
unpaginated; Green, The Christian’s ABC: Catechisms and Catechizing, 618-19. Peters’s common 
catechism also warned of “the Romish Catholikes”. Peters, Milke for Babes, and Meat for Men, 21-22. 
95 The Cavaliers Catechisme, unpaginated. 
96 Thomason noted receiving the catechism in May. Ibid., title page. 
97 As will be evident in later chapters. 
98 The Christian Souldiers Magazine, of Spirituall Weapons. Wherein All Degrees of Souldiers May be 
Compleatly Armed With Zeal and Courage (London, 1644), title page. 
99 Ibid., unpaginated. 
100 BL., Additional MS 4929, Thoresby Papers, “Notes of Sermons [by Thomas and Anne Fairfax],” 
f.7-11. See also Chapter Three for Romans 8:31 on the Parliamentarian military banners. 
101 Ram, The Souldiers Catechisme. I have quoted here from the fourth edition. This is the earliest 
extant version of Ram’s catechism, but we may confidently assume that there were three earlier copies 
written since 1642. According to Fallon, “Ram revised successive editions very little, except to update 
his list of Parliamentary victories”. See Fallon’s analysis of this catechism for more on its popularity. 
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religious war message was clear: first, soldiers were told that they were “a Christian 
and a souldier”. It was lawful for Christians to be soldiers because “God calls himself 
a man of war, and Lord of Hosts.” There were famous biblical soldiers – Abraham 
and David – and “God himselfe taught David to fight”. 102  The logic of the 
Parliamentarian aims in war was tested: “is it not against the King that you fight in 
this Cause?” The soldiers were reassured that “Wee take up Armes against the 
enemies of Jesus Christ, who in His Majesties name make warre against the Church 
and People of God.”103 Ram reminded the soldiers that the Royalists were enemies of 
God. The main aims “in this warre” were “the pulling down of Babylon… the 
suppression of an Antichristian Prelacy… Reformation … [and] bringing to Justice 
the enemies of our Church and State”.104 The catechism argued that the Royalists 
“maintain the cause of the Antichrist” and it was hoped that “God will utterly undoe 
them”.105 Those who were enemies of God – heretics and papists – “deserve neither 
respect nor protections from Church or Commonwealth” implying that they existed 
outside the rules of war.106 The Royalists were seen as “Papists and Atheists”, and 
“they are, for the most part, inhumane, barbarous and cruell… they are enemies of 
God … and therefore the Lord will scatter them.”107 These were strong, spiteful, and 
stirring words that defined the Royalists as evil, and explained how they should be 
treated. Given that Ram’s catechism was the most acrimonious and popular of the 
Parliamentarian soldiers’ catechisms, the anti-Royalist, anti-papist language within 
had wide circulation among the soldiers and was likely to influence their perceptions 
of the opposing side. 
 
Royalist catechisms were not immune to demonising the opposing side; indeed they 
were equally as acerbic. Royalist clergyman, Peter Heylyn, wrote The Rebells 
                                                                                                                                      
Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 44-45; 54. The message of holy war is the same for the fourth, seventh, 
and eighth editions that are extant, so they were likely the same for the first, second, third, fifth, and 
sixth. If this were certainly the case, the message within this catechism (the fourth edition used here) 
was promulgated from the beginning of the civil war and repeated over the following editions. Robert 
Ram, The Souldiers Catechisme: Composed for the Parliaments Army, 7 ed. (London, 1645); Robert 
Ram, The Soldiers Catechisme, Composed for the Parliaments Army, 8 ed. (London, 1645); 
Interestingly, Fallon has noted that Ram quoted Biblical passages from the King James Bible and not 
the Geneva Bible. Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 44-45. 
102 Ram, The Souldiers Catechisme, 1-2. Emphasis in original. 
103 Ibid., 3. Emphasis in original. 
104 Ibid., 9. 
105 Ibid., 7. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Ibid., 11-12. 
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Catechisme (1643).108 According to Green, this was the first Royalist catechism and it 
was also satirical in nature.109 However, the impact of the messages within this 
catechism – much like the satirical Parliamentarian catechism – may not have been 
mitigated by its stylistic composition. Those who had rebelled – the Parliamentarians 
– were instantly aligned with evil. “Who was first Author of Rebellion?... LUCIFER 
… who by rebelling aginst the Majesty of God … became the blackest and most 
fowlest fiend and Divell”.110 To Royalists, rebellion was a major concern, not just for 
the political ramifications, but also for the religious consequences. Rebellion was 
unlawful because “the Lord hath made us subject” of the king.111 The punishment for 
rebellion was outlined: “Whosoever resisteth the Power, resisteth the Ordinance of 
God; and they that resist, shall receive to themselves Damnation.” 112  The 
Parliamentarians were depicted as unnatural rebels and sinners, and the catechism 
aligned the Parliamentarians with the Devil. Here the Parliamentarians, like the 
Royalists, had been represented as evil and religiously deviant, thus outside the usual 
protections of the rules of war. This catechism was both a shrewd propagandist tool in 
support of the king, and an intentional call to arms for Charles’s supporters against the 
enemies of God. 
 
The Soldiers Catechisme, Composed for the King’s Armie (1645) was written by 
Thomas Swadlin, presumably as the official Royalist soldiers’ catechism.113 The main 
thrust of the catechism was to prove that soldiers may go to war with just cause.114 
Holy war was articulated from the outset; the catechism aimed for the “direction of all 
that have taken up Armes in this Cause of God, his Church, and his Annointed; 
especially the Common Soldiers.”115 Swadlin began the catechism by addressing the 
question “is warre lawful? may I lawfully be a Souldier?” The soldiers were reassured 
                                                
108 Peter Heylyn, The Rebells Catechisme. Composed in an Easy and Familiar Way; To Let Them See, 
the Hainousnesse of Their Offence ([London ?] 1643). Heylyn was the first editor and writer of 
Mercurius Aulicus, the Royalist newsbook, composed and distributed to counter the Parliamentarian 
propagandists’ newsbooks. In late 1643, this role was passed on to Sir John Birkenhead. Anthony 
Milton, “Heylyn, Peter (1599-1662),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2008); Matthews, Walker Revised, 184-85. 
109 Green, The Christian’s ABC: Catechisms and Catechizing, 618-19. 
110 Heylyn, The Rebells Catechisme, title page; 2. Emphasis in original. 
111 Ibid., 3. Emphasis in original. 
112 Ibid., title page. 
113 Thomas Swadlin, The Soldiers Catechisme, Composed for the King’s Armie (Oxford, 1645). That 
the title notes it was “Composed for the King’s Armies” and it was published out of Oxford, suggests it 
was published with Charles’s sanction. 
114 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 54-55. 
115 Swadlin, The Soldiers Catechisme, title page. 
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that war was lawful because “God allowes it” and “He is stiled a man of warre”; 
others have served God before, such as “Abraham, Ioshua, Sampson … and many 
more”.116 War may be undertaken “to maintaine the true Religion”, then to “recover 
that which the Enemy hath unjustly taken away” and “to punish such as have done 
publique wrong.”117 Swadlin applied these criteria, theological principles drawn from 
military manuals, to the civil war. One reason to fight was because “Those at 
Westminster have voted downe our ancient Religion, which we have justified against 
Papists and Puritans, to be the truest Religion in the world”.118 Using similar language 
to Heylyn, Swadlin described the Parliamentarians as “Rebels” who would be 
“tormented with the Devill” and would suffer damnation.119 The Parliamentarian 
depiction of Royalists as ‘evil’ papists was one of the many ways in which their war 
could be easily justified. The Royalists, in a close relationship with the Devil, were 
accused of causing the war to reinstate Catholicism. Similarly, the Royalists painted 
Parliamentarians as rebels and thus agents of the Devil. The use of this language 
created religious ‘others’ and enemies of God, no longer protected by the rules of war. 
 
Conclusion 
The Royalist military articles, and statements from leaders of the Parliamentarian war 
effort, illustrate the cause of war for both sides – a war fought, in part, for religion. 
The high command of both sides undertook a concerted top-down approach to 
shaping the soldiers’ attitudes. The Royalists exhibited this top-down method of 
inculcation in the most unexpected of sources – the military articles. Military law was 
the most official expression of army ‘policy’ regarding soldierly behaviour and 
punishment; stating so clearly that the war was fought for religion is unexpected of 
such a source, given its legal nature. It was perhaps the most effective tool, as the 
message would have been imparted to the troops weekly. That the Parliamentarians 
did not replicate this – especially given their stereotype as the only side to wage holy 
war – is interesting. 
 
The high commands’ notion of the just cause of war was repeated in the soldiers’ 
pockets bibles, prayer books, and catechisms. The Royalists were equally acrimonious 
                                                
116 Ibid., 1. Emphasis in original. 
117 Ibid., 9. 
118 Ibid., 10. 
119 Ibid., 2-3. 
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in tone within these sources. Nonetheless, Fallon argues that the slightly altered 
Royalist pocket bible (published later in the century, but perhaps demonstrative of 
what may have existed earlier) was less zealous.120 Yet when comparing the two, it is 
evident that the language for both is startlingly similar. Further, the Royalist prayer 
books supplement the dearth of pocket bibles from the 1640s, and provide a glimpse 
of the high command’s ideals for the troops. The catechisms for both sides were more 
direct and vitriolic expressions of holy war. Green has emphasised that the catechisms 
were political propaganda, arguing a political message.121 However, the political 
propaganda within the catechisms espoused a holy war ideal. The propaganda was 
framed in terms of religious war, and as Christian devotional tracts, they were largely 
religious works with both religious and propagandist messages. All catechisms mimic 
the religious justifications within the military manuals, and in a direct and 
unambiguous form for the soldiers, the catechisms advocated and expounded holy 
war. These works – military laws, pocket bibles, prayer books, and catechisms – 
illustrate that both sides urged their soldiers to hate the opposing side, and treat them 
as enemies of God.  
 
The language contained within these tracts was exercised in such a manner as to 
tarnish the opposing side with labels that evoked the contemporary characterisations 
of heretics. This language could have disastrous effect for those labelled in such a 
manner. As Walsham has demonstrated, in the early 1640s, confessional difference 
and random upsurges in religious violence (especially toward perceived Catholics) 
had increased significantly.122 The common circulation of anti-Catholic language may 
have driven these upsurges in religious violence. Walsham notes,  
[e]ven once allowance is made for the layers of legend that have 
accumulated around them, such isolated episodes are horrifically 
reminiscent … of the clashes between Catholics and Protestants in France 
which culminated in the carnage of St Bartholomew’s day in 1572, when 
heretics were treated equally obscenely and unspeakably.123   
 
                                                
120 Fallon, The Christian Soldier, 21. 
121 Green, The Christian’s ABC: Catechisms and Catechizing, 56. This is unsurprising, given Green’s 
scepticism toward England’s war of religion, as discussed in the Introduction. 
122 Walsham, Charitable Hatred, 114. 
123 Ibid., 115. 
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In the 1640s, the civil war was seen as “an epic battle between Christ and 
Antichrist”.124 Although the civil war had a Protestant versus Protestant reality, it was 
viewed as adherents to ‘the true Protestant religion’ versus the religious ‘other’. 
Parliamentarians labelled the Royalists as ‘Catholics’ and ‘papists’, and the Royalists 
also damagingly labelled the Parliamentarians as ‘ungodly’ and ‘rebellious’ – both 
sides could be viewed as heretical. 
 
The language utilised by both sides may appear formulaic, as it is remarkably similar 
and was repeated across the sources disseminated to the troops. This is in itself 
important, as it shows that the theological underpinnings for holy war were applicable 
to both sides. Consequently both sides would experience the result of this style of 
inculcation, as will be demonstrated in later chapters. Massacres could be reconcilable 
for a Christian; they occurred due to the defence of ‘the true Protestant religion’, for 
God, against God’s enemies, and with His divine sanction. As both sides utilised this 
logic, the civil war exhibited some particularly vicious episodes of religious violence. 
Theological underpinnings of war could only gain traction among the troops if the 
armies contained Christian soldiers; thus, it is necessary to turn the focus to the 
soldiers themselves. 
                                                
124 Ibid. 
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Chapter Three 
 
“The Cause is Gods, and therefore good”:1 
The Troops’ Expression of Holy War 
 
G.E. Aylmer first expressed concern that it was difficult to reach Royalist beliefs 
because they were not articulated readily in their written works. The Royalists rarely 
divulged their cause for war (their motivations) and have left behind fewer sources 
than the Parliamentarians.2 Yet, a clear articulation of the impulse to fight is also 
difficult to locate among the Parliamentarians; although, admittedly, to a lesser degree 
than the Royalists. Ian Gentles has found that, even though higher-ranked 
Parliamentarian commanders (generals and colonels) regularly reflected upon their 
religious motivations, there is evidence of similar expressions among the lower-
ranked officers.3 Oliver Cromwell is an example of this, as Peter Gaunt suggests, 
letters such as Cromwell’s provide “a glimpse of the deep convictions, matters of 
faith or principle, that drove so many … to take up arms”.4 But the written records 
originate from those who were literate and from the “middle and upper social strata”; 
they may not be reflective of the thousands of soldiers who joined the armies in 
1642.5 The sources contain a further problem: there are no reflective accounts from 
any soldier below the rank of lieutenant-captain or ensign.6 Furthermore, the sources 
                                                
1 Wortley, Characters and Elegies, 38. 
2 Aylmer, “Royalist Attitudes,” 1-2. Newman identifies a handful of Royalists whose attitudes and 
personalities were readily apparent. These “display a not surprising unanimity. They may indeed 
represent many, if not all, of their voiceless comrades in arms” in their expressions of loyalty to the 
crown. These are: Francis Wortley, Charles Dallison, Henry Slingsby, and Bevil Grenville. Newman, 
The Old Service, 4-5. 
3 Gentles, The New Model Army, 98. 
4 Gaunt, The English Civil Wars, 8. 
5 Ibid., 8; 25. 
6 Well known lower-ranked Parliamentarian officers’ reflections are: Nehemiah Wharton, Elias Archer, 
and Henry Foster. The Royalist comparisons are Richard Atkyns and John Gwyn, but, as Mark Stoyle 
notes, none of them are “representative of the rank and file” because of their higher social status. 
Stoyle, “‘Memories of the Maimed’: The Testimony of Charles I’s Former Soldiers,” 206. Symonds, a 
trooper (not an officer) in the king’s lifeguard of cavalry, left his Diary but he was a highly educated 
gentleman and antiquarian, and does not represent the common troops. See editor’s note in Symonds, 
Diary of the Marches, v; Ian Roy, “Symonds, Richard (bap. 1617, d. 1660),” in Oxford Dictionary of 
National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). 
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that do exist, in line with P.R. Newman’s assessment, are perhaps more reflective of 
attitudes and inclinations.7 
 
The military banners help to bridge this evidential gap. Alan R. Young offers a broad 
conclusion as to the banners’ significance in his reference work. The banners were 
“public artefacts” on constant display to soldiers and civilians, and they were 
regularly discussed by both groups.8 They held “currency within popular culture” 
which was greater than any printed work of which there were many seventeenth-
century examples (see Figure 1). Most importantly, these banners can be ‘read’ like 
written sources.9 Moreover, Gentles highlights “they are an unusually illuminating 
source of evidence for the combat motivation of the several thousand military 
leaders”.10 They are deeply reflective of the commanders’ attitudes toward war, and 
they are crucial for understanding the perception of war within both armies. Soldiers 
outside of the armies’ upper echelons expressed holy war ideals, and these ideas 
filtered through the ranks. The commonly utilised tropes and stereotypes of the 
religious ‘other’ are also evident in the banners, and their messages contribute to an 
understanding of the violent character of the war. Young argues that it would be 
difficult to overemphasise the importance of the military banners; they were visible, 
ubiquitous, understood, and were “designed to influence those who saw them.”11  
 
                                                
7 Newman astutely notes that his work always attempted to discover ‘principles’ and ‘beliefs’, but he 
was only ever able to discover ‘attitudes’ and ‘inclinations’. There is a distinct difference between the 
two pairs of concepts. Newman, The Old Service, 7. 
8 Banners were discussed in pamphlets, newsbooks, and diaries. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 
vii. 
9 Both Young and Gentles emphasise the propagandist nature of the banners. Ibid., 3: vii-viii; Gentles, 
“The Iconography of Revolution,” 112. 
10 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 112. 
11 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxvii. 
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Figure 1: Pamphlet woodcut and stylised depiction of the raising of Charles’s 
standard, demonstrating the banners’ currency in popular culture. Image reproduced 
from A True and Exact Relation of the Manner of His Maisties Setting up of His 
Standard at Nottingham (London, 1642), title page. 
 
There are over 500 extant seventeenth-century watercolour illustrations of civil war 
banners, held in four different archives.12 There were several thousand banners 
created during in the civil war; those that remain only comprise a small portion of the 
                                                
12 I have viewed eight manuscripts of the military banners: Bodl., Rawlinson MS D 942, “Arms and 
Devices Borne by Captains on Their Cornets in 1642”; Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48; BL., Additional 
MS 14308, “Arms and Banners of the Trained Bands of London”; BL., Harleian MS 986, Richard 
Symonds, “The Ensignes of ye Rigiments in ye Citty of London. Both of Trayned Bands & 
Auxiliaries”; BL., Harleian MS 2275; BL., Sloane MS 5247; Dr Williams’s Library (henceforth DWL), 
Modern MS Folio 7, Jonathan Turmile, “Original Civil War Watercolours”; National Army Museum 
(henceforth NAM), 1962-08-1, “Standards Taken During the Civil Wars”. There are six manuscripts 
that I did not view due to the time constraints of my research trip: BL., Additional MS 12447; BL., 
Harleian MS 1377; BL., Harleian MS 1383; BL., Harleian MS 1397; BL., Harleian MS 1460; and 
NAM., 1968-07-53, William Levett, “Ensignes of the Regiments in the rebellious Citty of London”. 
Young’s invaluable reference work has supplemented the archival sources. It is an encyclopaedic 
collection of civil war banners from 1642 to 1660, including those carried into Ireland and those 
carried by Scottish troops. Young provides facsimiles of the banners, brief descriptions of the images 
(but not the symbolism), and cursory details of those who bore them (name and rank, if known). But, as 
it is a reference work, the interpretation of the banners’ symbolism is largely left to the reader. Young’s 
work is reliable, as I have only discovered very minor variations to the eight manuscripts that I have 
viewed, such as one or two banners that had different incarnations in other manuscripts. These 
differences will be pinpointed if and when necessary. 
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total.13 Banners were hoisted above garrisons, carried while on the march, and, of 
course, onto each battlefield. Military banners had a practical and logistical use for 
rallying the troops during or after the turmoil of battle. The banners signified the 
individual components of an army, with a banner for every regiment. Within each 
regiment, individual companies of infantry or dragoons, or individual troops of horse 
also had their own banner.14 Contemporaries collectively called banners ‘colours’.15 
The banners were recorded for tactical purposes.16 That the banners were carefully 
illustrated and recorded suggests that they held great significance.17 
 
Figure 2: Dragoon banner with the motto: “The just cause triumphs”. Reproduced 
from Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 102. 
                                                
13 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 93. 
14 A regiment of foot usually carried ten banners, with one for each company within the regiment. A 
regiment of horse carried six banners, with one for each troop within a regiment. Roberts, Cromwell’s 
War Machine, 177; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxiv. 
15 There were three different types: the ‘ensign’, the banner used by a company of foot; the ‘cornet’, 
used by a troop of horse; and the ‘guidon’, used by the dragoons. The guidon had a swallowtail end, 
whereas the ensigns and cornets were rectangular. The dragoons moved by horse, but usually only 
fought on foot. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxv; xxvii; Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 
177. The dragoons were only permitted to use banners with the swallowtail shape. If promoted to the 
cavalry for outstanding service as a dragoon, the two peaks on the tail were ceremoniously cut off. 
Gervase Markham, The Sovldiers Accidence. Or an Introduction Into Military Discipline (London, 
1639), 29-30; 33; 44; 46. Figure 2 demonstrates the swallowtail end of the dragoon banners. This 
banner belonged to Captain John Barne who served in Colonel Wardlaw’s regiment of dragoons. The 
banner was azure (blue), and the motto was in Latin, in gold lettering: Iusta triumphat causa. DWL., 
Modern MS Folio 7, f. 103. 
16 Banners were used to estimate numbers of the opposing army. A soldier in the Trained Bands noted 
the size of his own forces when they combined, “as appeared by their Colours”. Elias Archer, A True 
Relation of the Marchings of the Red Trained Bonds (sic) (London, 1643), 2. William Levett, the 
Royalist spy, recorded the enemy’s military banners for tactical reasons. Young also suggests that 
Jonathan Turmile acted in an official capacity for parliament, recording enemy banners that were 
captured. Turmile had to have viewed the banners, as he represented them in their final, sometimes 
damaged state. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxvii-xxviii. The only banners depicted as 
damaged are those of the Royalists. DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 129-50. Turmile’s manuscript is 
artfully illustrated, painstakingly detailed, and even cites other works such as Thomas Blount, The Art 
of Making Devises. I must express my gratitude to the Director of Dr Williams’s Library, Dr David 
Wykes, for generously allowing me to view such a precious manuscript.  
17 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 93. 
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The military banners were created with a mixture of motto and image “to express the 
personal intentions, aspirations, or state of mind of their bearers”.18 Banners were 
supposed to be constructed according to strict heraldic principles, but by 1635 it had 
become common for commanders (especially those with no status) to “take unto 
themselves … a more particular freedome”, creating their colours “according to their 
hopes or imaginations.”19 Heraldic devices (coats of arms) were replaced because the 
bearer puts “honor to hazard”.20 The bearer’s actions might bring dishonour on their 
family, a problematic issue if their coat of arms were prominently displayed. Some 
civil war soldiers were known for misbehaviour; it would be prudent to distance 
oneself from family crests or mottoes.21 Banners were supposed to bear both motto 
and device (image), but only use a maximum of four words, and never pictorially 
represent any part of the human body; the civil war banners did not conform to these 
ideals.22 The change toward banners that further reflected the bearer’s attitudes, 
especially seen in the 1640s, was perhaps due to their use in an internecine war – a 
war that was waged for intense personal reasons. 
 
“Fight under his Banner against these Enemies of our Faith”:23  
The Symbolic Importance of Military Banners 
The banners were historically and religiously significant as their origins could be 
traced to the religious wars of the Old Testament. God prescribed military laws and 
banners to Moses.24 It was ordered that “Everie man of the Children of Israell” shall 
have “his owne Standard” to fight the Lord’s battles.25 Richard Bernard obliquely 
connected banners to religious war, proposing soldiers fight for “the cause of God. 
                                                
18 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxiii. 
19 If commanders lacked social status, they had no ancestral honour to draw upon from their coat of 
arms. Instead, they relied upon their “vertue” found “in their owne Action”. Markham, The Sovldiers 
Accidence, 30. 
20 Ibid., 32-33. 
21 See Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in the English Civil War”; Donagan, “Atrocity, War Crime, and 
Treason in the English Civil War”.  
22 Bearing both motto and device was the most ideal form for banners, because the banner was 
compared to the soldier’s own completeness of both body and soul. Markham, The Sovldiers 
Accidence, 29-30; 33; 44; 46; Thomas Blount, The Art of Making Devises (London, 1655), 21. If the 
banners were created incorrectly it showed “Bastardie Peasantie or Dishonour”. BL., Additonal MS 
14308, f. 36; Markham, The Sovldiers Accidence, 29. 
23 Bernard, The Bible-Battells, preface. Emphasis in original. 
24 Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 5. 
25 Ibid., f. 5v. See Numbers 1 for the designation of military banners so that they, the tribes, “were able 
to go forth to warre” (verse 2). King James Bible (1611). 
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Fight under his Banner against these Enemies of our Faith, our King, and 
Kingdome”.26 In the medieval period, religious imagery was used in war and saints 
were depicted on Anglo-Norman military banners.27 Medieval banners were blessed 
before use, ensuring they were viewed as sacrosanct, focusing the soldiers on the 
banners’ importance and God’s aid.28 It is uncertain whether the civil war colours 
were blessed; it is not beyond possibility, given the banners’ significance to soldiers 
and because of the historical connection between the banners and religious wars of the 
Old Testament. 
 
The banners had a practical utility, but they were also a source of pride for the 
soldiers, embodying and symbolising the regiment. 29  They were the pictorial 
personification of the regiment and its honour.30 Troops were “bound to follow their 
Colours”.31 To depart from the “Colours”, whether on the march or in battle, brought 
the death penalty.32 It was considered shameful to abandon or lose the regimental 
colours – “a disgrace worse than death” – and they were to be protected at all costs.33 
Edmund Verney, the king’s standard-bearer, guarded his charge with his life. At the 
Battle of Edgehill (23 October 1642), Verney was surrounded by Parliamentarians 
demanding that he hand them the standard. Verney refused, adamant that it was the 
property of the king; he could surrender his life but not the banner. Verney was cut 
down and after the battle it was said that his body could not be found, but his left hand 
                                                
26 Bernard, The Bible-Battells, see preface. Emphasis in original. 
27 Michael McCormick, “The Liturgy of War From Antiquity to the Crusades,” in The Sword of the 
Lord: Military Chaplains From the First to the Twenty-First Century, ed. Doris L. Bergen (Notre 
Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2004), 82. 
28 Ibid., 55. 
29 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 94; Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 177. 
30 Markham, The Sovldiers Accidence, 29. 
31 Essex, Laws and Ordinances of Warre [14 January], unpaginated; Charles I, Orders and Institutions 
of War, 5. A special drum or trumpet call – Al’ a Standardo – would alert the soldiers that they were 
required to repair to the colours. Markham, The Sovldiers Accidence, 61. 
32 Essex, Lawes and Ordinances of Warre [12 September], 18-19. The order remains the same across 
the remaining Parliamentarian military articles. The Royalist military articles repeat a similar tenet. 
Those for Newcastle’s Northern Army, and the king’s 1644 articles, state that any soldier witnessing 
another running from their colours would be absolved of immediately executing their comrade. Charles 
I, Orders and Institutions of War, 5; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1644], 10. The Royalist 
articles also punished soldiers with death if they abandoned their colours. The soldiers’ oath reiterated 
the necessity to stay with their colours. Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 10; 23; 
Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1211], 6; Charles I, Military Orders, and Articles 
[Madan 1212], unpaginated; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1644], 12; 23. 
33 The soldiers might be refused a replacement until they had restored their honour, sometimes 
achieved by capturing enemy colours. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxiii; Gentles, “The 
Iconography of Revolution,” 94. 
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was located grasping the staff.34 The standard was delivered to Mr Chambers, Essex’s 
secretary. Captain John Smith and two other Royalists disguised themselves, stole 
across enemy lines, and recaptured the sacrosanct object.35 The soldiers risked their 
lives in a daring act in the middle of battle, merely to recapture what, to many 
observers, might appear a simple length of cloth.  
 
The military banners were prized trophies of war; their capture was an expression of 
utter defeat or acquisition of power, and represented the success of an engagement. 
The soldiers in the New Model Army received a monetary reward for capturing 
enemy colours.36 A troop usually (but not always) had to be totally routed to lose its 
banner.37 Reports of battles carefully listed the banners captured. Royalist banners 
were paraded through the London streets and displayed at Westminster. 
Parliamentarian banners were similarly sent to Oxford for display.38 
 
The common soldiers saw the symbolic importance of the captured banners. It was 
ordered that those taken at the Marston Moor should be brought to the commander, 
but the soldiers had “‘already torn to pieces most of them, delighting to wear the 
Shreds in their Hats’” as favours (see Figure 3).39 It is possible that many civil war 
                                                
34 Frances Verney compiled a history of her family during the civil war drawn from primary source 
materials at their estate. Frances Parthenope Verney, The Verney Family During the Civil War 
(London: Longman Greens & Co, 1892), 2: 115-16; BL., Additional MS 58444, Joshua Moone, “A 
Briefe Relation of the Life & Memoires of John Lord Belasyse, Written & Collected by His Secretary 
Joshua Moone [c. 1687-1689],” f. 8v. 
35 Verney, The Verney Family During the Civil War, 2: 118; BL., Additional MS 58444, f. 8v. Smith 
was panegyrised and eulogised by Wortley who listed him among the Royalist ‘martyrs’: “this brave 
man, made him who got it know / What duty Subjects to that Standard owe.” Wortley, Characters and 
Elegies, 47. Edmund Ludlow noted, “I saw Lieutenant Colonel Middleton … displaying the King’s 
standard which he had taken”. Those who recaptured it “disguising themselves with orange-colour’d 
scarfs” took it “and rode with it to the King”. Edmund Ludlow, The Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow 
Lieutenant-General of the Horse in the Army of the Commonwealth of England 1625-1672, ed. C.H. 
Firth (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1894), 1: 43. 
36 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxiii. 
37 Reportedly, Prince Maurice lost his colours while his army besieged Lyme (he was not totally 
routed, but lost them in a sally) and the colours were displayed from a prominent building within the 
besieged village. An Exact Diurnall Faithfvlly Communicating the Most Remarkable Proceedings, 5. 
38 Banners from the Battle of Naseby were paraded through London along with the prisoners, and then 
displayed at Westminster. Ludlow, The Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow, 1: 123; Roberts, Cromwell’s War 
Machine, 178; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxvii-xxviii. Sir John Byron recorded that the 
banners captured at the Battle of Roundway Down were sent back to Oxford. See Byron’s account of 
the battle in Peter Young, “The Royalist Army at the Battle of Roundway Down, 13th July 1643,” 
Journal of the Society for Army Historical Research 31 (1953): 130-31. At Powick Bridge, the 
Royalists captured colours (possibly the first of the civil war) and sent them immediately to Charles at 
Chester. Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 1: 409.  
39 John Rushworth quoted by Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxi. It was repeated by Captain 
William Stewart that the soldiers “esteeme it a great glory to divide them in peeces and weare them; 
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colours were destroyed in this manner – ravaged by the troops in a post-battle frenzy. 
As a tangible yet symbolic representation of a regiment, company, or troop, it may be 
that destroying their banners was a style of ritualised violence or cleansing. As a 
representation of utter failure in battle, the stolen, lost, or damaged banners were 
significant to both the losing and victorious side. 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Prince Rupert’s regiment of foot banners, destroyed at Naseby. Reproduced 
from Stephen Ede-Borrett, Flags of the English Civil Wars: Part One - The English 
Colours of Foot (Leeds: Raider Books, 1987), 45. 
 
  
                                                                                                                                      
And before Proclamation was made for delivery of them had disposed of the most part of them.” In a 
list of all the colours captured, Stewart noted “Some torn.” William Stewart, A Full Relation of the Late 
Victory Obtained (Through Gods Providence) by the Forces Under the Command of Generall Lesley, 
the Lord Fairfax, and the Earl of Manchester (London, 1644), 13-16. Of the banners from Marston, 
“We took (to use the hyperbole) Colours without number, enough to make Surplices for all the 
Cathedrals in England”. A True Relation of the Late Fight Between the Parliament Forces and Prince 
Rvpert (London, 1644), 5. 
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“My oath and sword maintaine this word”:40 The Religious Motivation for War 
The banners depicted the religious impetus for war – whether to reform or protect the 
established church. 41  The Parliamentarian banners demonstrate that the soldiers 
fought for reformation of the Church of England and ‘the true Protestant religion’.42 
John Norwood’s motto read “Before Zerubbabel” combined with the image of a 
heavenly arm emerging from the clouds, aiming a pickaxe at a mountain (see Figure 
4). 43  This refers to Zechariah 4:7 “Who art thou, O great mountain? before 
Zerubbabel thou shalt become a plain”. Zerubbabel was told to “rebuild the spiritual 
temple with God’s aid in the face of all opposition”.44 Norwood connected his 
command with reform of the church. 
                                                
40 Banner motto belonging to Herriot Washbourne. Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 14; Bodl., Rawlinson 
MS D 942, f. 6; BL., Additional MS 14308, f. 18; BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 39v; DWL., Modern MS 
Folio 7, f. 55. Although this Parliamentarian soldier spoke of his ‘oath’ there was no soldiers’ oath 
included in the Parliamentarian military articles, unlike the Royalist articles. 
41 I have used an art historian’s approach to describing the objects on the banners; I describe them from 
the perspective of the observer, rather than from the bearer’s perspective common in vexillology. I 
quote the banners in their translated form as the majority are in Latin. Young has provided translations 
in his reference work. Where a translation is not provided (because Young opted to present only the 
one motto for the one banner, when there are other variations) I rely upon the translations provided to 
me by Rick Furness. Many thanks must go to Rick for his patience with my never-ending questions 
regarding the Latin phrases. Where I have quoted the motto in translated form within the text, I have 
included the original Latin, French, or Spanish quote in a corresponding footnote. 
42 According to one Royalist, the Parliamentarians fought for “innovation in Religion”. Wortley, 
Characters and Elegies, 2. 
43 Coram Zerubbabbel in Latin on a gules (red) banner. Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 14v. For 
translation, Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 26. Zerubbabel had his reformation vision during the 
period of Jewish captivity in Babylon. Babylon represented all that was wicked, especially referred to 
by Stephen Marshall in Meroz Cursed, and widely understood as such by the Parliamentarians (see 
Chapters Two, Four, and Five). God ordered that the Jews reward Babylon with retributive justice, 
indeed, with total extirpation. It seems that, if this banner was also reflecting Zerubbabel’s reaction 
against Babylon, than it not only expressed a reforming sentiment, but also a particularly violent 
message of holy war and destroying God’s enemies. John Blackwell’s banner also related to the 
captivity of the Jews in Babylon. The gules (red) banner is depicted with a walled city in the top-centre, 
a scroll bearing the motto in the centre, and a cluster of flaming hearts below. The motto mistakenly 
reads Abiunt inuota siona. It should read Abi unt Siona in uota – “They follow the wishes of Zion”. 
This may be reference to Psalm 137, which orders the Jews to reward Babylon with like punishment. 
Zion refers to Heaven, Jerusalem, or Christianity. ‘They follow the wishes of Zion’ may simply mean 
they follow Christianity, or, most likely, it could mean they follow God’s wishes to extirpate Babylon, 
considering the context of the psalm. This banner is depicted differently by other manuscript sources. It 
contains the same device, but a different motto – Accendia cura Sionis – which means “Aflame 
[burning] with love for Zion”. Modern MS Folio 7 and Sloane MS 5247 provide this motto. The banner 
is represented in Young’s encyclopedic dictionary as the latter, without reference to the former, even 
though Young cites the manuscripts Rawlinson MS B 48 and Additional MS 14308 in which “They 
follow the wishes of Zion” is reproduced. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 2; Bodl., Rawlinson 
MS B 48, f. 15; BL., Additional MS 14308, f. 18v; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 55; BL., Sloane MS 
5247, f. 41; King James Bible (1611). 
44 King James Bible (1611); Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 26. 
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Figure 4: John Norwood’s reformation banner. Reproduced from Bodl., Rawlinson 
MS B 48, f. 14v – image the property of Bodleian Libraries, University of Oxford. 
 
 
Figure 5: Captain Copley’s reformation banner – “For reformation”. Reproduced 
from Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 72. 
 
 72 
The Parliamentarians fought for religious reform with God’s approval. Captain 
Copley’s banner shows a heavenly arm emerging from clouds, holding an upright 
sword (see Figure 5).45 The heavenly arm was symbolic of God’s providence, which 
He would only provide for wars that had just cause.46 The use of the heavenly arm on 
this banner displayed this cavalry troop’s divine sanction for their actions, and God’s 
aid of their endeavours. Copley’s motto also stated “For Reformation”, one of the 
most direct Parliamentarian declarations that the war was fought for religion.47 These 
subtle links to the Reformation had Puritan-Calvinist connotations, further asserting 
the reformed and reforming context of the Parliamentarians’ religious composition 
and aims. 
 
Other Parliamentarians simply stated they fought for religion. One banner has the 
motto: “My oath and sword maintaine this word”. The scroll bearing the motto wraps 
around a soldier clad in armour, holding a Bible in one hand and his sword in the 
other.48 This is most simply stated by another soldier: “For the cause of the Lord I 
draw my sword”.49 The most common expression of religious war is that drawn from 
Romans 8:31 “If God be for vs, who can bee against vs?”50 This Biblical passage was 
used to express the Parliamentarians’ understanding of the war. They fought for God 
with His aid – an example of their motivations and providentialism. Romans 8:31 
appears in several different forms. Two banners bear this exact message, in either 
Latin or English.51 It also appears in several contracted forms such as: “God be with 
                                                
45 Copley’s banner was argent (white), God’s arm emerges from the right-hand side, and the sword He 
holds has a black hilt in the shape of a cross Moline. BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 37v; NAM., 1962-08-1, 
f. 16. According to Young, the cross Moline was a heraldic device of the Copley family. Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 72. 
46 One of the most commonly utilised allegories is that of the arm extending from heavenly clouds. The 
heavenly arms vary from being fully armoured, clothed, or naked; the arm either holds a sword, 
another banner, pickaxe, stylus, or other implement. 
47 See footnote 45 above. 
48 Herriot Washbourne was captain of a troop of horse in the Red Regiment of the London Trained 
Bands. See footnote 40 above. 
49 Motto in English, surmounted by an armoured arm brandishing a sword, on a sable (black) banner. 
This banner belonged to Captain Anthony or Henry (?) Markham who fought in Rossiter’s 
Lincolnshire cavalry regiment. DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 84; BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 77v. 
50 The full verse is: “What shall wee then say to these things? If God be for vs, who can bee against 
vs?” King James Bible (1611). 
51 Sir Edward Peto’s banner contained this motto in Latin: Si deus nobiscum, quis contra nos? BL., 
Sloane MS 5247, f. 75; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 18. For translation: Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 224. Alexander Douglas, a Scottish soldier, had a gules (red) banner which bore the motto 
in English and no image. He was a Scottish sergeant-major to Colonel Sanders and was killed at 
Powick Bridge. Bodl., Rawlinson MS D 942, f. 19v; BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 28. Young suggests that 
his troops retained the banner after their major’s death. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 90. 
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us”,52 and “Who is against us?”53 Even “Emanuell”, appearing on William Herbert’s 
banner, is a variation of Romans 8:31.54 Parliament had its own standard, which 
depicted five buff bibles – representing the five members – and the motto “God be 
with us”.55 The familiar and popular Parliamentarian motto of Romans 8:31  was also 
common among the Protestant armies on the Continent.56 Parliamentarians, by using 
it to denote their own Protestantism, were implicitly suggesting that the armies they 
fought against were characterised by papists and did not follow ‘the true Protestant 
religion’. 
 
Familial links also determined the character of the military banner. This is of course 
true in the heraldic sense, but we can also see that the son sometimes mirrored the 
attitudes of the father.57 Lionel (?) Copley’s banner depicts a fully armoured soldier 
atop a horse, holding his sword upright. Copley’s aim is clear as his banner depicts a 
mounted cavalryman who says, through a speech banner that issues from his mouth, 
“Nay Bvt As A Captaine Of The Hoste Of The Lord Am I Now Come.”58 This is 
drawn from Joshua 5:14, describing Joshua as a solider of God.59 By connecting 
themselves to Biblical soldiers, the Parliamentarians were demonstrating that they 
similarly fought for religion, analogous to the Christian soldiers in the Old Testament. 
That the soldiers were connected to the Lord’s host in this banner is subtle reference 
                                                
52 It appears as the motto Deus nobiscum on John Ashley’s azure (blue) banner with no image. Ashley 
was a captain of a troop of horse for Southwark from 1646. Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 23. On Sir 
William Brereton’s banner – he was a colonel of a regiment in Cheshire – it appears as Devs nobiscvm. 
Brereton’s banner is sable (black), semee (covered all over) with golden stars; a scroll bears the motto. 
BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 19. It also appears on Captain Francis Fiennes’s banner (fourth son of Lord 
Saye and Sele) in the same form, on an azure (blue) field (background), and it was used while he 
fought in Essex’s army. DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 23; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 42-43. 
53 In Latin: Qvis contra nos. This is the argent (white) banner of Captain Edwards; a scroll bears the 
motto. BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 38; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 206. 
54 Emmanuel is drawn from Isaiah 7:14 and Matthew 1:23 – “Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and 
shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with 
us”. King James Bible (1611). Herbert was a captain of a troop of horse in the Blue Regiment of the 
London Trained Bands from 1646. The azure (blue) banner bears the motto only, with no image. Bodl., 
Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 17; BL., Additional MS 14308, f. 21. 
55 This sable (black) banner is only found in the description by Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 
1: 376. 
56 Joyce Lee Malcolm, Caesar’s Due: Loyalty and King Charles 1642-1646 (London: Royal Historical 
Society, 1983), 152. 
57 There was one other banner for the Copleys, other than the father and son discussed here. Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 44. 
58 Lionel (?) Copley was Captain Copley’s son. He also had an argent (white) banner. BL., Sloane MS 
5247, f. 37. Young assigned this Copley with the first name ‘Lionel’, but of this Young was not 
conclusive. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 119. 
59 “And he said, Nay, but as captaine of the hoste of the Lord am I now come. And Ioshua fell on his 
face to the earth, and did worship”. King James Bible (1611). 
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to the Parliamentarian conception that they were an ‘army of saints’.60 John Hodgson 
spent “many an hour and night to seek God to know my way” in choosing a side. 
Once decided, he saw his soldierly work as putting “my hand to the Lord’s work, in 
1642”.61 Keith Roberts suggests that “from the beginning of the Civil War, there was 
always a sense amongst some of the officers and men in the Parliament armies that 
they were fighting for a just cause and one they passionately believed in.”62 These 
banners reflect Robert’s assessment and suggest that the troops were driven by deep-
seated religious concerns.  
 
There are of course inconsistencies between an officer’s written works and the 
messages on their banners. Sir William Waller, lieutenant-general in the west for 
much of the First Civil War, had fought in Europe with Sir Ralph Hopton, becoming 
close friends.63 The often-quoted letter from Waller to Hopton reveals much about the 
motivations of this particular commander. Waller wrote:  
your worth [loyalty or honour], and the happinesse which I have enjoyed 
in your friendship, are wounding consideration to me, when I look upon 
this present distance between us… but I must be true to the cause wherein 
I serve. The old limitation of usque as aras [to the altars] holdeth still: and 
where my conscience is interested, all other obligations are swallowed 
up.64 
 
Waller informs Hopton that he would be friends with him as far as the altars 
(religion), but no further, if their religious convictions differed. Waller continued:  
That Great God, who is the searcher of all hearts knows, what a sad fear I 
go upon this service, and with what a perfect hate I detest a war without 
an enemie, but I look upon it as opus Domini [the Lord’s work], which is 
enough to silence all passion in me.65   
 
                                                
60 The prime example is Dell, The Building and Glory of the Truely Christian and Spiritual Church, 
epistle. William Waller derided this term because he fell out with the Independents within the army and 
parliament. Sir William Waller, Vindication of the Character and Conduct of Sir William Waller 
(London, 1793), 24-25. 
61 John Hodgson, Memoirs of Captain John Hodgson of Coalley-Hall, Near Hallifax, ed. Joseph Ritson 
(Edinburgh: Archibald Constable, 1806), 89. 
62 Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 173. 
63 Sir William Waller was highly educated, as evidenced by his autobiographical Vindication. Waller 
continually referenced classical authors, quoted the Bible, and used Latin proverbs. Waller, 
Vindication, passim. 
64 The letter was written in 1643. This proverb is often presented as amicus usque ad aras – a friend to 
the altars. The letter is reproduced in ibid., 14 (mispaginated and should read ‘xiv’). Emphasis in 
original.  
65 Ibid. Emphasis in original. 
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The friendship between the two men must be laid aside in a war driven by religious 
concerns. As their religious and political aims were different – they both conducted 
their own opus Domini – the friends were now at odds. Waller also reflected in his 
Vindication that upon the “breaking out of the warr” it was “pro aris, et focis” – for 
the altars and hearths.66 This was commonly used among soldiers to mean “for God 
and my country”.67 Historians regularly refer to this letter, emphasising the ‘war 
without enemy’ aspect of the civil war, but the religious connotations of why Waller 
fought are equally evident.68 Intriguingly, this statement does not correspond with 
Waller’s military banner that is heraldic in nature and represented Waller’s virtue.69   
 
Figure 6: Edmund Ludlow’s banner. Reproduced from Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 249. 
                                                
66 Ibid., 108. Emphasis in original. 
67 There were several banners that declared the bearer was “For God and country”, with the variation: 
“For religion and country”. There were at least three of each rendering. Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 320. 
68 Richard Ollard, This War Without Enemy: A History of the English Civil Wars (London: Hodder & 
Stoughton, 1976), 84-85; Carlton, Going to the Wars, 42; Gaunt, The English Civil Wars, 38. John 
Adair subtly notes that the letter shows “the spirit with which he had espoused the cause of 
Parliament.” John Adair, By the Sword Divided: Eyewitnesses of the English Civil War (London: Book 
Club Associates, 1983), 92. 
69 Waller’s banner does not contain an overt message as to his motivations in war. It is an or (yellow) 
banner, with a walnut tree in the centre. A blue shield bearing three gold fleurs-de-lis hangs from the 
tree, and a black letter motto – Fructus virtutis (“The fruit of virtue”) – runs around the tree. Bodl., 
Rawlinson MS D 942, f. 14; BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 22v; BL., Harleian MS 2275, f. 53; DWL., 
Modern MS Folio 7, f. 10; NAM., 1962-08-1, f. 133. Young suggests that the use of the walnut tree 
was a heraldic pun. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 78. Walnuts, and by association, walnut trees, 
meant “hidden wisdom; longevity”. Steven Olderr, Symbolism: A Comprehensive Dictionary 
(Jefferson, North Carolina: McFarland, 2005), 146. Waller connected wisdom and virtue. 
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Edmund Ludlow’s banner demonstrates the cause for which he fought and that he was 
especially scathing of Catholicism. The symbolic images suggest that “The word of 
God” was above all that was Catholic. The banner depicts a papal triple crown, 
crosier, staff, and rosary; the grouping toppled on its side. The Catholic ornaments are 
topped with the motto: “I yield to the truth”, surmounted by a Bible and “The word of 
God” (see Figure 6).70 Conversely, Ludlow’s main written work projects tempered 
religious thought, uncharacteristic of the regicide. Blair Worden notes that Ludlow 
had “religious priorities, and religious intensity, for which very little evidence 
survived in the published version” of his manuscript.71 Worden demonstrates that 
Ludlow’s manuscript was altered significantly in 1698; changed by the editor from a 
religiously-motivated narrative to a secular Whig history, which emphasised political 
reform and downplayed zealousness.72 When surrendering Wardour Castle, Ludlow’s 
edited work stated he would only act “in defence of the laws and liberties of the 
nation” in concluding terms.73 This statement, devoid of reference to the religious 
concerns of the war, is illustrative of what may have been altered. Newsbooks also 
contain Ludlow’s words upon summons to surrender: “I shall never seeke by-paths 
(by deserting my Saviour, who is the way, the truth, and the life) to attaine the haven 
of peace, and happynesse.” Ludlow would not surrender for the weaker, temporal 
cause of personal safety, when he fought for the stronger, spiritual cause of the 
Lord.74 Banners might not always reflect written records, and vice versa. Waller 
asserted his virtue and social status to those who viewed his banner, but conceived of 
the war as one fought for religion in his personal reflections. Ludlow’s banner and 
                                                
70 BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 79v. In Latin the first motto is: Verbum dei. The second motto is: Veritati 
succumb. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 249. Ludlow served in the main field 
army, and the Western Association, fighting in two different armies and three different regiments. 
Additionally, he was not as highly ranked as other famous Parliamentarians during this stage of the 
war. Ludlow, The Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow, 1: vii-viii; xix; 39; 49. 
71 “[T]he religious” was replaced with “political enthusiasms” as part of the “late seventeenth-century 
political programme.” Blair Worden, “Whig History and Puritan Politics: The Memoirs of Edmund 
Ludlow Revisited,” Historical Research 75, no. 188 (May 2002): 209-10; 220-21; Worden, Roundhead 
Reputations, chapters 1-4. The editor softened Ludlow’s zealous statements to fit the “Whiggish 
constitutionalism” that seemed appropriate for his ends. For further discussion of the Whig retelling of 
the civil war, see Burgess, “Introduction: Religion and the Historiography of the English Civil War,” 6. 
72 The first two edited volumes of Ludlow’s manuscript work were first printed in 1698, with the third 
following a year later. The original manuscript is no longer extant but A Voyce From the Watch Tower 
remains, and Worden has used this manuscript remnant to demonstrate Ludlow’s attitudes. Worden, 
“Whig History and Puritan Politics,” 212; Edmund Ludlow, A Voyce From the Watch Tower: Part 
Five, 1660-1662, ed. Blair Worden (London: Royal Historical Society, 1978). 
73 Ludlow, The Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow, 1: 71. 
74 C.H. Firth has reproduced the newsbook material in a most generous appendix. Ibid., 1: 454-55, 
appendix II.  
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response to surrender suggest an intense religiosity, connection to religious reform, 
and fighting against God’s enemies, contrasting with the late seventeenth-century 
editorial changes to his work.  
 
Similarly, the Royalists also fought to protect their view of ‘the true Protestant 
religion’. Perhaps the subtlest allegorical image is that of Sir Nicholas Byron’s 
banner, representing a shaking tree in the centre; a scroll wraps around the tree 
bearing the motto: “Though shaken, I flourish”.75 The tree symbolises longevity, 
fertility, wisdom; but, it also symbolises the church, the cross, and particularly in 
heraldry, “justice; prosperity; constancy in faith”.76 The message was that, though 
traditional religion had been “shaken”, it would prevail. Gentles has interpreted the 
banner of Major Christopher Wormsley as prefiguring defeat, the image representing 
the terrible parliament-controlled future.77 It shows a woman in blue (representing 
religion), standing on a skeleton next to a broken cross. The motto reads: “I hope for 
better things”.78 This banner appears to represent an anti-Puritan view of religious 
reform. Reform had ruined religion, hence the broken cross, and this concept was 
troubling enough to Wormsley to project it on his banner. 
 
Intrinsically, Royalists fought in defence of the king, however this was interconnected 
with religious belief and the defence of established religion. This is most directly 
reflected on Captain John Fenwick’s cornet for the Northern Army, with the motto 
“For the King and Protestant Religion”.79 These ideas were common on other Royalist 
banners as two more stated “For God and the King”.80 One Royalist soldier fought for 
                                                
75 Byron’s banner was gules (red) – the connection of red to religion will be discussed below. Bodl., 
Rawlinson MS D 942, 17v. Agitata veresco in Latin. See Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 7. 
76 Olderr, Symbolism: A Comprehensive Dictionary, 140. This symbolism and motto may allude to 
Psalm 92 – for the Sabbath day – especially verses 11 to 13. Verse 11 speaks of knowing the “wicked 
that rise vp against me”, and Verse 12: “The righteous shal flourish like the palme tree: hee shall growe 
like a cedar in Lebanon.” Finally, verse 13 suggests that those with roots in the church would flourish. 
“Those that be planted in the house of the Lord, shall flourish in the courts of our God”. The 
symbolism may also refer to Proverbs 11:28 “He that trusteth in his riches, shall fall: but the righteous 
shall flourish as a branch.” King James Bible (1611). 
77 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 107. 
78 DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 131; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 74. Meliora spero in Latin. 
Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 112. 
79 Young points out that Fenwick changed sides to parliament, but there is no recorded date for his 
defection. This banner is only found in seventeenth-century printed sources, as described by Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 75. 
80 Described in Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 211. Pro deo et rege in Latin; translated and depicted 
in rough sketch form in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 173. 
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many things, noting, “I live by these things: I die by these things”. The motto is 
presented alongside images of the Bible, a landscape in miniature (representing 
England), and the crown.81 This banner references England, religion, and the divine 
right of kings – pictorially representing the motto “For God, King, and Country”.82 
 
Gentles concludes that the Royalists were “more subdued” than the Parliamentarians 
and instead “focused strongly on the person of the king and the theological 
obligations of loyalty to him”.83 These messages of loyalty also express intense 
Christian piety. Royalists justified their war by acting on behalf of God in defence of 
His divinely appointed representative on Earth. To a Royalist, the king ruled by divine 
right, a power bestowed by God. To challenge this theological position was to 
question God and risk damnation. Francis Wortley reflected that if he fought against 
the king he would risk eternal damnation. A true Royalist and Protestant,  
conceives the King to be the Head of the Church … and hath sworn him 
Gods Deputy in Government … He dares not question his Authority, who 
is onely answerable to God … to resist his power, is to resist him that 
gave it [God]… his Soveraigne [is] the Anointed of God.84 
 
True Protestants could not disobey the king “not for feare of punishment, but the 
sinne”.85 It was profoundly dangerous to the soul to rebel against the divinely 
appointed monarch, as found in Dudley Digges’s argument: “‘by shooting at [the 
king], by attempting to kill him, they are lost temporally’”, forfeiting their rights, and 
“‘their souls are eternally ruined. Disloyalty to their king is disobedience to God … 
They that resist shall receive to themselves damnation.’”86 One Royalist banner 
typifies this theological position, illustrating an open Bible inscribed “inseparable”, 
and a crown rests above.87 ‘Inseparable’ on the Bible suggests that the bearer believed 
                                                
81 Spiro his: his expirabo in Latin. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 232; DWL., Modern MS Folio 
7, f. 132. 
82 This motto is found on a Parliamentarian banner, belonging to an unknown bearer. NAM., 1962-08-
1, f. 73. In Latin Pro deo rege et patria, translated by Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 176. 
83 Ian Gentles, “The Civil Wars in England,” in The Civil Wars: A Military History of England, 
Scotland, and Ireland 1638-1660, eds. John Kenyon and Jane Ohlmeyer (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1998), 118. Gentles also briefly describes the ‘visual iconography’ in his monograph, The New 
Model Army, 96. 
84 Wortley, Characters and Elegies, 11-13. 
85 Ibid., 13. 
86 Dudley Digges quoted by Newman, The Old Service, 28-29. Digges was a Royalist political writer. 
87 The motto reads “God comfort my heart and console my soul”. This statement of piety sits alongside 
the Royalist theological position. In French: Dieu comforte mon Coeur, et console mon ame. 
Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 45. This banner belonged to the Danish Royalist, 
Lord Muller. Lord Muller is listed in Stoyle’s appendix as a Royalist cavalry commander. Stoyle, 
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that religion and the crown were intertwined; to fight for one was to fight for the 
other. 
 
Figure 7: Banner depicting the divine right of kings. Reproduced from A Display of 
the Royal Banner and Standards, Bore by the Loyalists in the Grand-Rebellion Begun 
Anno Dom. 1641 (London, 1722), broadsheet. 
 
God’s role in appointing the monarch was a common theme on Royalist banners, 
justified with Romans 13. This chapter, according to Young, “would have been well 
known at the time”.88 It commanded: “Let euery soule bee subiect vnto the higher 
powers. For there is no power but of God. The powers that be [monarchs], are 
ordeined of God”.89 A Royalist banner demonstrates how well contemporaries would 
have understood this Biblical passage because it had no image, simply “Romans 
XIII”.90 This concept is more clearly articulated by yet another banner with the motto: 
“Both gifts from God are for the king”, supplemented with a heavenly arm emerging 
from clouds on the left, holding a laurel wreath with a golden crown atop (see Figure 
7).91 In this banner, God bestowed the crown and gave victory (or power) to the 
                                                                                                                                      
Soldiers and Strangers, 218. Muller’s other banner states “With steadfastness bestowing the crown”, 
with a green mount and a silver inverted pyramid, topped with a gold ducal crown. In Latin, Constantia 
coronatrice. For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 24. The motto might refer to 1 
Chronicles 29:25, “And the Lord magnified Solomon … and bestowed vpon him such royal majestie, 
as had not bene on any king before him in Israel.” 1 Chronicles addresses God’s gift to Solomon in 
crowning him king. King James Bible (1611). Muller’s banners speak to the shared motivations for 
different regions and peoples in the civil war, even for those outside of England. Both banners 
described in Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 93. 
88 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxix.  
89 Romans 13:1, King James Bible (1611). 
90 This banner is only found in printed sources and not in the manuscripts. Bount, The Art of Making 
Devises, 75; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 130.  
91 In Latin: Dona dei utraque regi. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 48; DWL., Modern MS Folio 
7, f. 132; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 74. Again, this makes reference to the divine right of 
kings (1 Chronicles 29:25 and Romans 13), and power that was derivative from God. 
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divinely appointed king. More subtly, John Lucas’s banner depicted a crown in the 
centre with the motto above: “Thanks be to God”.92 Because the image of a crown 
was matched with praise for God, it signified that God was the giver of crowns. 
 
 
Figure 8: The king’s own military banner; a hand points at the crown. Reproduced 
from A Display of the Royal Banner and Standards, broadsheet.  
 
The constant theme on Royalist banners was that of divine right and its connection to 
religious sensibilities. The king’s own standard (see Figure 8) displayed his motto 
“God and my right” at the base, surmounted with a crowned lion passant (lion striding 
to the left, with right forepaw raised). The royal arms were represented on an internal 
banner atop the lion, with a bloody hand pointing at the crown. The motto above 
reads: “Give Caesar his due”.93 “Give Caesar his due” alludes to Matthew 22:21 – 
“Render therefore vnto Cesar, the things which are Cesars: and vnto God, the things 
                                                
92 Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 72. As mentioned, Lucas’s house was attacked in 1642 because 
he was a suspected ‘papist’. Motto in Latin, Dei gratia; for translation see Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 38. 
93 In French: Dieu et mon droit. For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 46. The 
colonel of the king’s lifeguard had a similar banner with Charles’s motto “God and my right”, above a 
golden crown and lion passant. A St George cross covers the entire left side of the banner, rather than 
the more common canton (St George cross in the upper left corner of the banner) on the banners for 
foot and dragoons. For translation and image see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 46; DWL., 
Modern MS Folio 7, f. 144; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 71. 
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that are Gods”.94 Other Royalists repeated this message. The banner of Colonel Sir 
Edward Widdrington merely bears a scroll with the motto “For God and Caesar”.95 
The Earl of Carnarvon’s simply stated “Render unto Caesar”, showing five hands 
reaching for the crown, and an armoured heavenly arm holding a sword defending it 
(see Figure 9).96 The five hands symbolise the five members of parliament, and God 
(the heavenly arm) defends the crown from the five members in particular, and 
parliament more generally. It was duty to the divinely appointed monarch that stirred 
many to join the Royalists. Sir Thomas Salusbury, writing to his sister, explained that 
he had reflected upon the Bible, which told Christians to “‘fear God and honour the 
king’ and to ‘give unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and unto God those things 
which belong to God’”. Salusbury recognised that he must fight for Charles because it 
was his Christian duty.97 
 
 
Figure 9: God defends the crown from the five members (parliament). A Display of 
the Royal Banner and Standards, broadsheet. 
 
Royalist banners regularly directly quoted or shrewdly referred to Scripture through 
allegory. Another meaningful passage to the Royalist cause was Psalm 105:15 – 
                                                
94 This proverb is repeated in Mark 12:17. King James Bible (1611). 
95 This banner was captured at Marston Moor. In Latin: Deo et Caesari. For translation see Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 40; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 73. 
96 In Latin: Reddite Caesari. For translation and image see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 211; 
Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 73. 
97 Sir Thomas Salusbury’s letter to his sister, quoted by Gaunt, The English Civil Wars, 25-26. 
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“Touch not mine anointed”.98 According to Young, “[t]hese were very familiar words 
to seventeenth-century ears”.99 The banner of a Royalist officer captured at Marston 
Moor used this psalm for their motto: “Touch not my Christ-like ones”, combined 
with the image of a crown sitting above a mitre, and parliament to the side.100 The 
mitre might denote the sacrosanctity of the church or the necessity of episcopacy. 
Combined with the image of the crown, it may represent God’s role in appointing 
monarchs. That parliament was depicted to the side of church and crown suggests the 
bearer’s attitude toward the hierarchy of governance. 
 
The Royalist drive to fight for the king was drawn from a deep-seated concern for the 
immortal soul. Historians have pointed to the contradiction of Royalists such as 
Verney – the ill-fated standard-bearer – and Lord Paget, who were either Puritan in 
temperament, or opposed to the king’s religious policies.101 Verney was bound to the 
king by conscience, loyalty, and honour. Lord Paget had opposed the king’s religious 
policies, but felt there was no other choice but to support the king’s prerogative when 
challenged. Paget had “‘with all zeal & earnestness’” supported “‘the reformation of 
all the disorders in Church & Commonwealth’” but then, “‘under the shadow of 
Loyalty’” found himself “‘resolved to obey a good conscience than particular 
ends’”.102 The Puritan officer, Richard Atkyns, fought on the Royalist side. His 
Vindication states that he could not “conscientiously be against him”, the king.103 
Wortley explained this position – commanders must first of all answer to God before 
receiving their commission, ensuring that their conscience had been searched to 
discover if the cause he served was agreeable to God.104 Those who joined the 
Royalist cause, after previously opposing Charles’s religious policies, or who may 
have wanted further religious reformation, did so because of a concern for their 
immortal souls – fighting for the king because of their own inherent religiosity.  
 
                                                
98 King James Bible (1611). 
99 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xl. 
100 In Latin: Nolite tangere christos meos. For translation see ibid., 138; Stewart, A Full Relation of the 
Late Victory Obtained (Through Gods Providence), 14. 
101 Barbara Donagan, “Varieties of Royalism,” in Royalists and Royalism During the English Civil 
Wars, eds. Jason McElligott and David L. Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 72. 
102 Donagan quoting a manuscript source. Ibid. 
103  Atkyns regularly quoted Scripture in his Vindication, which included Puritan “Sighs or 
Ejaculations”, and he heartily approved of his uncle’s religiosity because he prayed over four times a 
day. Atkyns, The Vindication of Richard Atkyns, 18; 51. 
104 Wortley, Characters and Elegies, epistle dedicatory; 8-10. 
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The conservative Royalist position of complete loyalty, strongly outlined by Wortley, 
argued that a true English Protestant followed the doctrine of the Church of England, 
believed in the unity of the church, would not express “new opinions”, disregarded 
“Private interpretations of Scripture”, saw the king as the head of the church, and 
“likes the fabrick of the old so well, he thinks the change may be dangerous.”105 
Wortley held this position and fought for “God and his Princes just cause” and 
expressed personal “zeal” for this aim.106 Wortley validated the cause as just because 
“The Cause is Gods, and therefore good”.107 Fighting to protect one’s immortal soul, 
or to defend the king and the Church of England, were both religious positions. 
 
Newman suggests that fighting for king or parliament was not merely for self-interest 
and soldiers “saw something profoundly worth fighting for”, yet he argues that loyalty 
to the king was devoid of any religious concerns.108 To Newman, Royalists were 
defined by their royalism, patriarchal view of society, and their intense feelings of 
“personal obligation”, service, and obedience to monarchy.109 Newman proposes that 
the Parliamentarians were the only side to hold crusading zeal and “[i]f anything, the 
King’s armies were most impressive in their apparent Laodicean indifference to the 
very factors that gave to their enemies a sense of the crusade”. Religion mattered less 
to the Royalists than their duty to the king.110 In contrast, Royalist banners clearly 
articulated and validated the Royalist cause with Scriptural precedent. They were 
powerful expressions of how the Royalists viewed the war and their part therein. 
There is a sense that the Royalists were deeply concerned with religion and the king’s 
power, as these were wholly interconnected.111 
                                                
105 Ibid., 11-12. 
106 Ibid., epistle dedicatory; 8-10. 
107 Ibid., 38. 
108 Newman, The Old Service, 2-3; 313. 
109 Ibid., vii-vii. 
110 Ibid., 2. 
111 The Marquess of Winchester’s banner only professes loyalty with the motto “Love loyalty” (Aimez 
loyaultie in French). The field colour is not recorded and there is no contemporary manuscript 
illustration for the banner. It is only found in printed sources. Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 71; 
Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 8. Although the banner expresses loyalty (the motto was actually 
Winchester’s family motto) he put the statement to admirable use in the civil war, suffering a great deal 
of financial and physical strain as a result of his support of the king. Ronald Hutton, “Paulet, John, 
Fifth Marquess of Winchester (1598?-1675),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2004). For a case study of Winchester’s experience of the civil war, see 
Chapter Five. Interestingly, Peters “presented the Marquesses own Cullers [to parliament], which he 
brought from Basing” House, after its fall. The motto on the banner was Donec pax reddit terris – 
“Until peace returns to earth”. Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 5. 
It is then possible that the marquess had two sets of colours. 
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 “I would die rather than be a papist”:112 Anti-Papist and Anti-Puritan 
Sentiments, and Messages of Extreme Violence 
The dichotomous stereotypes of Royalists as papists and Parliamentarians as Puritans, 
used pejoratively, were regularly exercised in the civil war. The soldiers’ pocket 
bibles, catechisms, and Royalist prayer books developed the idea that the opposing 
side was either a papist or a Puritan, depending on the soldierly audience, and the 
banners equally expressed this religious ‘other’. The Parliamentarians maintained that 
they fought to rid the king of his evil counsellors – perceived as Catholic – who were 
responsible for leading him astray and toward papacy.113 The Parliamentarians were 
concerned about the papist threat to the English church and state. Young suggests that 
Lord Willoughby’s banner, whereby a moon representing the evil counsellors, 
eclipses a sun representing Charles, is an allegory of their negative influence.114 This 
concept is subtly reflected on Captain Fiennes’s banner that stated he and his men 
were “Against the enemies of Charles” – the evil counsellors.115 There were also 
connections made between the influence of the evil counsellors and papacy. Lord 
Ferdinando Fairfax’s banner states “Long live the King but death to bad government”, 
but the motto is accompanied by an image that points at those to blame: a sword 
impales a papal crown. It seems Lord Fairfax believed that problems in England could 
be attributed to Catholicism.116  
 
                                                
112 Banner motto of Captain Langrish. Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 115. See footnote 120. 
113 A Parliamentarian pamphleteer stated that the wicked counsellors, perceived as traitors, had led the 
king astray. The pamphleteer removed blame from Parliamentarians by saying “All that beare Armes 
against the King are Rebells all; but we beare Arms for the King and the Parliament, therefore we are 
good Subjects all”. Powers to be Resisted: Or a Dialogue Argving the Parliaments Lawfull Resistance 
(London, 1643), 20; passim. Emphasis in original. Some of the king’s advisors were Catholic, or 
crypto-Catholic, and their perceived influence on the king was viewed negatively. C.V. Wedgwood, 
The King’s War, 1641-1647 (London: Penguin Books, 1983), 23; 35; chapter one. 
114 The motto “Not the sun, but the clouds” accompanies the image. In Latin: Non solem, sed nubilos. 
For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxviii; 143. Gentles argues that the banner of 
sergeant-major Ralph Weldon, with a broken column, also represents the problem of bad government. 
The motto “Still it stands” refers to the strength of the state – represented by the column – despite the 
attempts to weaken it made by the king’s evil counsellors. Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 
109. 
115 A heavenly arm and sword, inscribed with the words “Let justice be done”, were metaphorically 
aimed at the enemies of Charles. NAM., 1962-08-1, f. 130. The main motto in Latin: Contra inimicos 
Caroli; the sword is inscribed in Latin with: Fiat justitia. Translation from Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 25. 
116 BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 20v; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 5; NAM., 1962-08-1, f. 13. Motto in 
Spanish: Viva el rey y muera il mal govierno. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 265. 
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Anti-Catholicism was common among the Parliamentarians; the soldiers were 
encouraged to view the Royalists as papists. The Earl of Warwick delivered a speech 
to his soldiers iterating that they were “fight[ing] in this just cause” against “the 
bloudy and inhumane Papists”.117 The propagandist Cavaliers Bible (1644) argued 
that the Royalists comprised of a plethora of religious “Sects, Societies and Factions” 
and that these included the bishops, the French faction, and other ‘malignants’.118 A 
propagandist broadsheet also highlighted the evils of Catholicism in a readily 
absorbed form, as each component of the corresponding image is identified and 
explained in the poem. The broadsheet features a large woodcut that illustrates the 
connection between Catholicism, the pope, the Antichrist, Babylon, and the beast 
from Revelation (see Figure 10). The pope rides a many-headed monster. The reader 
is told: “Behold Romes Monster on his monstrous Beast!... / To see his sacred hollow-
Holinesse / His Babylonish Blasphemies expresse.”119 
 
 
Figure 10: Woodcut image of the pope and the beast from Revelation. Reproduced 
from John Vicars, Behold Romes Monster on His Monstrous Beast! (London, 1643), 
broadsheet. 
                                                
117 Robert Rich Earl of Warwick, A Most Worthy Speech, Spoken by the Right Honourable Robert 
Earle of Warwicke; in the Head of His Army (London, 1642), 1; 4. 
118 The Cavaliers Bible, or a Squadron of XXXVI. Several Religions by Them Held and Maintaied (sic) 
(London, 1644), passim. Emphasis in original. 
119 John Vicars, Behold Romes Monster on His Monstrous Beast! (London, 1643), broadsheet. 
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Some Parliamentarian banners suggest a particularly vitriolic attitude toward ‘papists’ 
and Royalists who were religious deviants. Captain Langrish’s banner pictures a skull 
and a mitre with the words “I would die rather than be a papist”.120 This could be both 
an anti-Catholic and anti-Episcopalian statement, due to the use of the mitre and the 
flexibility of the term ‘papist’. Those defined as Catholics or papists were represented 
on banners alongside implicitly or directly violent symbolism. One banner shows 
King Charles sitting on a throne. A bishop stands beside Charles and a friar stands 
opposite him, presenting Charles with a cross. A soldier wearing an orange sash has 
crept up behind the friar and raises his sword ready to strike. A speech bubble issues 
from the soldier’s mouth “By removing the wicked from the sight of the King, the 
throne of justice is established”.121 This is drawn directly from Proverbs 25:5 and is 
another allusion to the king’s wicked counsellors and an expression of strident anti-
Catholicism.122 In a violent religious reform statement, Edward Cooke’s banner 
depicts an armoured soldier, holding a black cap – the typical headwear of a Church 
of England minister – shearing the corners off with his sword. The pun is that the 
soldier is making all things square, round, (in the fashion of the ‘Roundheads’), but it 
also has violent connotations regarding how religious reform might be concluded.123 
 
Royalist banners stereotyped the enemy as ‘Roundheads’ or Puritans. Sir Charles 
Gerard and his regiment suggested against whom they waged war with their motto – 
“At all that’s round”. It was accompanied with a symbolic sphere in the centre of the 
banner.124 The sarcastic pun suggests a negative view of ‘Roundheads’. It was viewed 
as abhorrent to be a ‘Roundhead’ as one Royalist officer avowed to be “Square in 
every way” accompanied with an illustration of a die.125 To the Royalists, the 
                                                
120 The skull is even held by the heavenly hand of God and directed at the bishop’s mitre. BL., Sloane 
MS 5247, f. 102; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 90. In Latin: Mori potui quam papatus. Translation in 
Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 115.  
121 This belongs to Captain Ward, also known as Captain Farmer, of Leicestershire. BL., Sloane MS 
5247, f. 58v; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 46. In Latin: Eripiendo malos a conspectus regis stabilitur 
iustitiae solium. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xli; 53.  
122 King James Bible (1611). 
123 The colonel’s motto stated “I change square things into round things” – Muto quadrata rotundis. 
For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 118. Banner found in BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 
78v; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 42. 
124 Gerard was a Catholic colonel of horse in the Western Army and then major-general in south Wales. 
Banner described in Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 242. 
125 Blount notes that the unknown bearer abhorred the ‘Roundheads’. Blount, The Art of Making 
Devises, 74; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 132. Utcunque quadratus in Latin on an argent (white) 
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abhorrence of Parliamentarians originated from their rebellion against king and 
church. An anonymous banner depicts three human heads with short hair (the 
hairstyle for which ‘Roundheads’ were known) and the motto “They will be turned 
around and confounded forever”.126 The motto is strikingly similar to Psalms 129:5 
“Let them all be confounded and turned backe, that hate Zion” meaning those who do 
not follow the Christian faith were damned (confounded).127 The Parliamentarians 
were irreligious for their war against the king, but most importantly, against 
‘established’ religion as implied by the use of the psalm and its reference to damning 
those that hate Zion, broadly interpreted as Christianity, or in this case, ‘the true 
Protestant religion’.  
 
Royalist soldier, John Gwyn, repeated the characterisation of parliament (and by 
association Parliamentarians) as evil, wicked, and devilish. 
They tire the devil, for they would be worse 
Than he himself, when he receiv’d a curse; 
Sure it pain’d him to hatch so foule a brood, 
Vile, pickl’d villains, damn’d through every mood. 
Oh! strange they are not swallow’d where they sitt, 
’Tis blasphemy to thinke what they commit.128 
 
The evil nature of the Parliamentarians, due to their reforming attitudes, was 
presented on Royalist banners. One depicts a sword stabbing through a bishop’s 
mitre, and the English crown on its point. A pistol is also fired at the two (Royalist) 
objects (see Figure 11). The motto reflects: “Such great evil could religion persuade 
[men to commit]”, suggesting it was the Parliamentarian view of religion that caused 
them to commit these acts.129 
 
                                                                                                                                      
banner. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 245. The die is symbolic of “fickleness of 
fortune”. Olderr, Symbolism: A Comprehensive Dictionary, 37; 127.  
126 Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 90. Motto in Latin: Convertentur vel confundentur in aeternum. 
Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 26. Young also suggested that “They will be turned 
around” referred to an idea of conversion. If ‘and’ was replaced with ‘or’, this would be a valid 
possibility (i.e. ‘They will be turned around or confounded forever’). 
127 King James Bible (1611). The ‘wickedness’ of the Parliamentarians was depicted on one banner that 
shows Charles crowned and armed in the centre with the motto below “It is better to die in war than to 
see the wickedness of our people”. DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 132. Motto in Latin: Melius est mori 
in bello quam videre mala gentis nostrae. For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 113. 
128 Peter Young and Norman Tucker, eds., The Civil War: Military Memoirs of Richard Atkyns and 
John Gwyn (London: Longmans, 1967), 72. 
129 Motto in Latin: Tantum religio poterat suadere malorum. For translation and Young’s addition of 
“men to commit” see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 236; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 
73. 
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Figure 11: Crown on sword’s point, a pistol is fired at the mitre and crown. 
Reproduced from A Display of the Royal Banner and Standards, broadsheet.  
 
Many banners advocated violent treatment of the opposing side due to religious 
difference. One banner suggested divine punishment for Parliamentarians, showing a 
round human head in the centre with the letter ‘P’ above. The ‘P’ denotes ‘Puritan’. A 
heavenly arm emerges from clouds, aiming a sword at the Puritan. The motto says 
“Let justice be done”.130 It is God that inflicts militaristic punishment (denoting 
violence and death) on the Puritans, through the actions of the Royalist army. The 
reward for Parliamentarian wickedness is outlined on another banner with an 
explanatory motto – “The reward for conspirators”. A ‘Roundhead’ holds a crown, 
and a heavenly arm cleaves the ‘Roundhead’s’ head in two.131 Gorily, a mangled 
human head with its ears cut off and the motto “Not square” adorns another Royalist 
banner.132 Another violent image depicts a Parliamentarian riding from a Royalist 
cavalryman in pursuit. “He who follows conquers” is written underneath, but the 
                                                
130 God intends to strike the Puritan in this banner. In Latin: Fiat iustitia. Translation in Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 63. Stewart described the ‘P’ as denoting ‘Puritan’. Stewart, A Full 
Relation of the Late Victory Obtained (Through Gods Providence), 14.  
131 In Latin: Merces coniuratoris. For translation see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 114; DWL., 
Modern MS Folio 7, f. 149; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 90. 
132 Non quadratus in Latin. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 141. 
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Parliamentarian is yelling “Qvarter” and is unarmed.133 The Royalist soldiers are 
encouraged, in this image, to run down unarmed soldiers in the pursuit, even while 
they appeal for quarter. The rules of war disavowed killing unarmed persons, yet this 
banner graphically depicts a disregard for these rules.134  
 
“Anger in the defence of Religion”:135 The London Trained Bands 
Colours had symbolic meaning on the banners, especially seen with those of the 
London Trained Bands. The Trained Bands’ banners were composed of a single 
colour, with a St George Cross as the canton, and heraldic symbols that increased for 
each rank of officer (see Figure 12).136 Young suggests that there is no evidence that 
contemporaries, especially the Trained Bands, “attached any significance to the 
colours of the flags under which they served.”137 At first glance it appears the Trained 
Bands’ banners do not have any religious connotations, but much can be gleaned from 
the colours. The Trained Bands – the red (gules), white (argent), yellow (or), blue 
(azure), green (vert), and orange (tenne) regiments – were actually named after the 
colour of their banners.138 That is, the banner was created for the regiment, and the 
regiment then came to be known by the banner’s colour. The colour for each banner 
was likely used for its symbolic meaning. John Lucas illustrated the London Trained 
Bands’ banners, and explained the meaning of each colour in detail. Gules signified 
“justice or a noble & worthy Anger in the defence of Religion”; argent “Signifieth 
Innocence or Puritie of Conscience”; or “Signifieth Honor or hight of Spirit”; azure 
“Signifieth Faith”; vert “Signifieth good Hope, or the Accomplishmt of Holy or 
honourable Actions”; and, tenne “Signifieth Merritt”.139 Soldiers may have had an 
understanding of the colours, as several manuscripts and a popular soldiers’ military 
                                                
133 DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 131; Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 73. Main motto in Latin: 
Qui sequitor vincit; ‘Qvarter’ is written in English (issuing from the Parliamentarian’s mouth). 
Translated by Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 205. 
134 Sutcliffe cited St Augustine when he informed that “It is no victory to kil an enemie disarmed, nor 
iustice to kill our prisoners in colde blood.” Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 
11. 
135 Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 32v. 
136 To denote his rank, the colonel was to have the purest banner, which was a common heraldic 
convention. Blount, The Art of Making Devises, chapter ix. 
137 These banners are not included in Young’s reference work because of this reason. Young, 
Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxv. Images and brief descriptions of these banners can be found in Ede-
Borrett, Flags of the English Civil Wars. Ede-Borrett’s work does show that, especially on the Royalist 
side, the foot banners sometimes contained interesting images and mottoes. This also applies to the 
Parliamentarian Tower Hamlets regiment in the Trained Bands.  
138 Keith Roberts, Soldiers of the English Civil War (1): Infantry (Oxford: Osprey, 1989), 12. 
139 Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 32-33v. 
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manual described their symbolic meanings.140 The officers may have explained the 
significance of the colour to their troops, especially as the regiments received their 
name from their banners.141  
 
 
Figure 12: Banners of the Red Regiment of the London Trained Bands. Reproduced 
from Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 27v. Image the property of the Bodleian Libraries, 
University of Oxford. 
 
The canton of St George’s cross, the patron saint of England and London may have 
also had resonance. The cross evoked the anecdote of good versus evil; St George 
killing the dragon. Young has suggested that the message of St George and the dragon 
could be easily appropriated by both sides.142 Captain St George’s banner was both a 
pun on his name and a statement of anti-Catholicism. It was an image of St George on 
a white horse, trampling a dragon. St George represented the Parliamentarians and 
England as ‘good’, and the dragon represented the Royalists or the Catholics as 
‘evil’. 143  Stereotyping of Parliamentarians (good) against Royalists (evil), and 
                                                
140 The two manuscripts that describe the meaning of the colours are: ibid., f. 32-33v; BL., Additional 
MS 14308, f. 36-36v. The exact wording is found in the printed military-muster manual by Markham, 
The Sovldiers Accidence, 31-33. The Sovldiers Accidence was popular and widely read by the soldiers. 
Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 38-39. 
141 Gentles argues persuasively that the officers explained the banners to the men, addressed in more 
detail below. Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 97. 
142 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxvii. 
143 The motto read “My God, be my protector and help”. In French: Soyez, mon dieu, ma garde et mon 
appuy. Translation in Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxxvii; 230. Captain St George was a 
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aligning the Royalists closely with religiously suspect people (Catholics or papists), 
created a sense of fighting God’s battles against an ‘other’. The Biblical fight between 
good and evil in Revelation was not only utilised as a trope by Parliamentarians. The 
Royalist Colonel Thomas Morgan depicted St Michael – with the motto “Who is like 
God?” – standing atop a dragon, holding a flaming sword in one hand, and stabbing a 
dragon through the neck with a spear in the other.144 Captain St George used the 
image of St George, a militaristic man, whereas Morgan used the image of St 
Michael, an archangel. Nonetheless, it may be that the allegorical message intended 
was that England was threatened by its own many-headed beast in the same manner 
as the Biblical fight in Heaven. The threat, in Royalists’ eyes, came from parliament: 
the dragon (the Devil) is representative of parliament, and St Michael of the Royalists. 
The banner of Major Peter Pudsey also utilised the many-headed monster, likely 
intended as St Michael’s dragon from Revelation. An arm holding a sword is poised 
to decapitate a hydra. The motto explains “They shall fall by the sword”.145 The 
banners of Morgan, St George, and the general use of the St George cross on other 
civil war banners, may be reflective of a perceived correlation between the Biblical 
fight against evil, and, of course, a patriotic connection to fighting for England. 
 
There is written evidence that soldiers in the Trained Bands were connected to the 
religious cause of war. Henry Foster was lieutenant-captain to Captain George Mosse 
in the Red Regiment of the Trained Bands.146 Foster believed that God had “called us 
forth to doe his worke”.147 Elias Archer was lieutenant-captain to Captain William 
                                                                                                                                      
French soldier. BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 57v; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 33; NAM., 1962-08-1, f. 
150. 
144 DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 130v. Quis ut deus in Latin, translated by Young, Emblematic Flag 
Devices, 3: 207. St Michael’s battle with the dragon is found in Revelation 12:7 “And there was warre 
in heauen, Michael and his Angels fought against the dragon” which was seven-headed. But “the great 
dragon was cast out” by Michael “that old serpent, called the deuill and Satan”. Revelation 12:7-9 King 
James Bible (1611). 
145 Tradentur in manus gladii in Latin. For translation and brief comment on the possibility that this 
was the beast from Revelation, see Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xlii; 241. Blount certainly 
noted that the hydra represented the “Sectaries of these times”. Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 73-
4. The motto may derive from Psalm 63:10 “They shall fall by the sword: they shall be a portion for 
foxes.” It is preceded by the verse “But those that seeke my soule to destroy it, shall goe into the lower 
parts of the earth [Hell, as belonged all things evil, such as the dragon that attacked Heaven]”. King 
James Bible (1611). The psalm was for David while he was in the wilderness. 
146 Henry Foster provides a detailed account of the march from 23 August 1643, to the Battle of 
Newbury (20 September). Henry Foster, A True and Exact Relation of the Marchings of the Two 
Regiments of the Trained-Bands (London, 1643), title page. 
147 Ibid., unpaginated. 
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Archer, also in the Red Regiment.148 Archer also boldly stated that “the Lord” had 
“called us forth to doe his worke”.149 The men both expressed that they fought the 
Lord’s battles and both fought in the Red Regiment.150 Thomas Juxon was Colonel 
John Warner’s ensign in the Green Regiment from 1642, progressing through the 
ranks during the war.151 Although Juxon’s Journal does not openly declare his view 
of the civil war as a religious war, it is possible to garner his attitudes from within the 
text.152 According to the editors, in Juxon’s Journal there is a “repeated statement of 
belief in a providential God who intervenes in the affairs of man (sic) and moulds 
events according to His divine will.”153 Unfortunately there “is nothing of a personal 
and private nature”; Juxon merely described political and military machinations, with 
very little personal reflection.154 Yet, for Juxon the political was closely intertwined 
with the religious, demonstrating the inseparability of these issues for contemporaries. 
Juxon’s constant reference to God’s workings in all matters suggests that Juxon was 
fighting for religion, with God’s providential aid. 
 
Shifting Allegiance: Mercenaries and the Common Soldiers 
An important component of analysing the military banners is a discussion of who 
might have been influenced by their messages. What did it mean to fight for a cause? 
What did mercenaries and common soldiers think of the war? Jason McElligott and 
David L. Smith see allegiance as a changing, shifting, and unstable entity during the 
civil war. Allegiances regularly changed at all levels of society and “there was, quite 
simply, no single, fixed, pre-determined allegiance” and choosing a side “was 
dependent on a whole series of entirely contingent factors which differed from time to 
                                                
148 Archer wrote a description of the two-month march at the end of 1643. Waller’s Western Army 
joined with the London Trained Bands, marched on Basing, took Farnham Castle, and defeated Hopton 
at Alton. Archer, A True Relation of the Marchings, passim. 
149 Ibid., 14. 
150 One question does arise when comparing the works of Foster and Archer: were these genuine 
reports or forgeries? The similarity of the wording in the final paragraphs – their formulaic statements 
that they fought the Lord’s battles – leads to questions of authenticity. This is a problem that cannot be 
answered here and will have to wait for another’s input. 
151 By 1643, Juxon was captain within the regiment, and by 1647 he was major and lieutenant-colonel. 
See the editors’ notes. Juxon, The Journal of Thomas Juxon, 3. 
152 Juxon came from a godly London family, and was among one of the first congregations in London 
to destroy the Laudian altar rails within their church, St Thomas the Apostle. Juxon was certainly non-
conformist in religious attitude. Ibid., 4; 6. 
153 Ibid., 7; 13-15. 
154 Ibid., 13. 
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time, from place to place, and from person to person.”155 Soldiers and officers 
sometimes changed sides and this could be for a variety of reasons. 
 
It is perhaps a common assumption that mercenary soldiers had no view of the war in 
which they fought, and merely followed the best pay or employment prospects.156 The 
Croatian mercenary, Captain Carlo Fantom, said “‘I care not for your Cause: I come 
to fight for your halfe-crowne, and your handsome women’”. He remarked that his 
father was Catholic and he had “‘fought for the Christians against the Turkes; and for 
the Turkes against the Christians’”.157 The military banners suggest an alternative 
picture. The Scottish professional soldier, Sir Horatio Cary, had one military banner 
for while he was a Parliamentarian early in the war, and another for when he changed 
side to the Royalists. Both banners made statements as to why he fought.158 Mark 
Stoyle points out that the majority of Scottish mercenaries fought for parliament 
because, even though they were hired, they “possessed distinct religious and political 
preferences of their own”.159 Foreigners such as the Danish Lord Muller could also 
hold preferences. In this case, Muller expressed a concern to protect the divine right 
of kings on his banners. Nonetheless, not all mercenaries would have identified with 
the religious motivations for war, but they did hold an opinion of the war in which 
they fought.160 
                                                
155 McElligott and Smith, “Introduction: Rethinking Royalists and Royalism,” 15. Mark Stoyle has 
discovered diverse and fractured patterns of allegiance in Devon. The county was split apart, and even 
within Exeter there were divergent parties. Stoyle, Loyality and Locality, passim. 
156 Young and Emberton posit there were a great deal of foreign soldiers who fought “because they 
were attracted by the prospect of booty.” Peter Young and Wilfrid Emberton, The Cavalier Army: Its 
Organisation and Everyday Life (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1974), 21; Donagan, “Varieties of 
Royalism,” 77; 80. Donagan outlines that some mercenaries changed sides during the war and their 
allegiance could be unstable. Donagan, War in England, 1642-1649, 234. 
157 Fantom quoted by Roberts who explains that this man’s ‘cavalier’ attitude “was too much even for 
the more relaxed environment of that army [the Royalists], and he was hanged at Oxford for rape.” 
Fantom had fought first for the Parliamentarians, and then for the Royalists. Roberts, Cromwell’s War 
Machine, 173. Charles Carlton notes that Fantom also advised Essex. Carlton, Going to the Wars, 21. 
158 These banners suggest that Major Sir Horatio Cary fought with God’s aid on the Parliamentarian 
side (in Waller’s army), but spurned Essex when he defected to the Royalists in June 1643. Cary’s 
Parliamentarian banner showed a heavenly arm clad in armour, shooting an arrow at a winged heart. 
The motto read in English: “Charles thvs peace flyes to thee”. BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 6; NAM., 1962-
08-1, f. 3; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 36. Cary’s banner while with the Royalist side was a 
statement against the Earl of Essex with “Come out you cuckold” and the image of a fox in a barrel. 
BL., Harleian MS 986, f. 86. 
159 These men also served as highly-ranked officers because of their exceptional military experience. 
Stoyle, Soldiers and Strangers, 77. There were certainly Scottish soldiers on the Royalist side and a 
Scottish Royalist movement swept across Scotland, but it seems that there were fewer Scottish 
mercenaries on the Royalist side in England. 
160 Sir William Balfour’s banner was gules (red) and portrayed Charles on a white horse on the left-
hand side, soldiers on their knees on the right-hand side, with their swords on the ground, appealing to 
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Dissatisfaction with the original cause could be a reason for defection. Sir Hugh 
Cholmley defected to the Royalists because parliament had not upheld its original 
protestation that swore “the preservation of Relegion protection of the Kings person 
and lyberties of the subiect”.161 Cholmley joined the king’s side because he wanted 
“to performe the duty and alleagence I owed to my Soveraigne”.162 Cholmley gave his 
Parliamentarian garrison the “liberty, ether to stay or departe”. Of the 800-strong 
garrison, only twenty common soldiers and three officers left for Parliamentarian 
Hull.163 Cholmley explained his reasons for changing sides to his men – religion, the 
king, and liberty were endangered – and most must have been equally convinced of 
his reasoning. Crucially, twenty common soldiers and three officers could not abide 
Cholmley’s defection and departed to the Parliamentarian garrison of Hull. The 
common soldiers in question, the twenty that left Cholmley, clearly believed in a 
cause. Anne Laurence argues that, after the first year, volunteer soldiers had to be 
drafted or forced into combat, and no longer fought for a cause. Laurence also 
suggests that common soldiers generally did not fight for ideological reasons because 
many were forced to change sides when taken prisoner.164 Yet forcing prisoners to 
fight for another side does not reflect the prisoners’ views of war and it may also 
account for desertions – those forced to fight for the opposing side may have deserted 
as soon as practicable. Newman agrees that the Royalist rank and file, in particular, 
did not show any outward royalism, and fought merely for pay.165 However, as 
Ronald Hutton demonstrates, the common soldiers in the west joined the Royalists in 
droves; loyalist preaching from parish pulpits spurred them to war.166 Especially 
crucial for understanding the common soldiers’ allegiance is that, at Scarborough, 
                                                                                                                                      
Charles. The soldiers said: “We all demand peace from you”. BL., Sloane MS 5247, f. 10; NAM., 
1962-08-1, f. 27; DWL., Modern MS Folio 7, f. 10. Latin motto: Pacem te poscimvs omnes, translated 
by Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 154. This mercenary expressed a desire for peace on his 
banner, but this raises questions of the value that mercenaries placed on pay. It would be unexpected 
that mercenaries appealed for peace, if they were reliant upon the war for subsistence. It may be that 
Balfour truly cared for the conclusion of the war. 
161 Cholmley’s Memoirs are characteristic of the problem faced with personal reflections. Cholmley 
confessed “I am to mention my owne blemishes”, but in this he failed. He did not completely address 
his time spent as a Parliamentarian colonel because he wrote his Memoirs as a Royalist. Cholmley, The 
Memoirs and Memorials of Sir Hugh Cholmley, 23; 79. 
162 Ibid., 105; 107. 
163 Ibid., 143-44. 
164 Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms,” 91. 
165 Newman, The Old Service, 53-54. 
166 Hutton, The Royalist War Effort, 5. 
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twenty of Cholmley’s common soldiers did not share his views to change side and 
chose their own path accordingly. 
 
To some extent, commanders bonded soldiers together and fired their loyalties. 
Barbara Donagan suggests that “[m]any soldiers who fought in the Civil War can only 
notionally be called either ‘royalist’ or ‘parliamentarian’, and their loyalty to 
individual officers or to company or regiment was often stronger than that to the 
cause.”167 Each regiment was known by the commander’s name (e.g. Colonel John 
Pickering’s regiment, Sir Jacob Astley’s regiment).168 Some commanders’ attitudes 
and characters determined or influenced the character of their troops. Colonels such as 
Pickering and Cromwell encouraged their men’s religiosity. Cromwell also “‘had a 
special care to get religious men into his troop’”.169 Affecting the godliness of the 
men may have been one of the many ways soldiers were encouraged to perceive of 
the war in a specific manner. Stanley D.M. Carpenter indicates that commanders were 
the most important motivator for their soldiers. Soldiers would fight and fight well 
because of confidence in their commanders, and the commander’s ‘moral authority’ 
was inextricably linked to his success in marshalling the troops.170 If commanders 
were particularly driven by a specific purpose, those who were successful would have 
conveyed this attitude to the troops, and their ‘moral authority’ would have brought 
credibility to their cause.171 
 
Studying the post-Restoration petitions of maimed Devonian-Royalist soldiers, Stoyle 
has discovered strongly-held links among the men. The commanders could vouch for 
the loyalty of their common soldiers – “most of them husbandmen, artisans and 
labourers” – after 1660, and the soldiers themselves sometimes mentioned all of their 
commanders by name and the names of their neighbours with whom they served.172 
Not only were the commanders important to the soldiers, but so too were their 
                                                
167 Donagan, “Varieties of Royalism,” 77; 80. 
168 Newman, The Old Service, 4. See the example of Colonel Pickering’s obituary in The Moderate 
Intelligencer: Impartially Communicating Martiall Affaires to the Kingdome of England [27 November 
- 4 December] (London, 1645), 209. 
169 Baxter quoted by Roberts, Cromwell’s War Machine, 173. 
170 Stanley D.M. Carpenter, Military Leadership in the British Civil Wars, 1642-1651 (London: Frank 
Cass, 2005), 19. 
171 Glenn Foard, Colonel John Pickering’s Regiment of Foot, 1644-1645 (Kent: Pryor Publications, 
1994), introduction (unpaginated). 
172 Stoyle, “‘Memories of the Maimed’: The Testimony of Charles I’s Former Soldiers,” 209; 219-20. 
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comrades, the other common soldiers who they fought alongside. Charles Carlton 
explains that soldiers formed a “small group mentality” in war. They remained on the 
battlefield experiencing the terror and danger because of the coercive external factor 
of good leadership, and the internalised pressure of personal honour (encouraging 
them to remain with their comrades).173 Fighting together created intense bonds 
within troops and companies, maybe even within the entire regiment. Battle cries and 
field words yelled together in a group may have solidified these bonds.174 At Powick 
Bridge Rupert rode at the Parliamentarians. He called to his men “‘For the honour of 
God and of their country!’” The men then replied “‘For a king!’”175 The field words 
were often religious in nature. At Cheriton both sides chose Romans 8:31 (‘God with 
us’).176 Foster emphasised the field word of the Parliamentarians at the Battle of 
Newbury – “Religion”.177 At Marston Moor, the Parliamentarians’ field word for the 
day was “God with us” and the Royalists’ was “God and the King”.178 Yelling these 
battles cries might have done much to improve the soldiers’ spirits before they 
charged into battle. They may have contributed to a sense of group identity and 
solidified the soldiers’ sense of their cause.  
 
The messages on banners strongly demonstrate the attempts made by the high 
command to cement loyalty and connect troops to the religious cause of war. The 
military élite (generals and colonels) would have readily understood their complex 
messages.179 Lower-ranked officers created their banners for their command, which 
reflected their attitudes, and suggests their understanding of the complex language 
and mottoes.180 Moreover, the use of symbolic images may not have been entirely 
                                                
173 “In combat men felt intensely towards their comrades... They experience a sentiment as ardent as 
love: directed towards people they may not even like”. Carlton, This Seat of Mars, 63; 67. 
174 The field words and signs – such as an orange sash for Parliamentarians and a red sash for Royalists 
– were important for identifying the two sides as there were no formal uniforms in the civil war.  
175 Prince Rupert and his troops quoted by Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 1: 403-05. 
176 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xxiv-xxv; lxi. 
177 Foster, A True and Exact Relation of the Marchings, unpaginated. Emphasis in original. 
178 Simeon Ashe, A Continuation of True Intelligence From the English and Scottish Forces in the 
North [16 June - 10 July], ([London?] 1644), 5. Emphasis in original. The Parliamentarians’ ardent use 
of Romans 8:31 is apparent at Naseby, Darmouth, and Torrington – “God our strength”, “God with us”, 
“Emmanuel” respectively. Gentles, The New Model Army, 97. But, it is noteworthy that the Royalists 
chose it as the field word at Cheriton. 
179 The banners utilised Latin, Greek, classical proverbs, and complex symbolism. This was done to 
“signify … some Act or Quallitie of the Bearer” and “demonstrations and Testimonies of Nobilitie”. 
Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 4v. It was also a signifier, utilised in heraldry, of social status. Gentles, 
“The Iconography of Revolution,” 92; 96-97. 
180 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 93. 
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obscure to the soldiers. Before the text is absorbed and understood, the image leaves 
the “immediate impression”. Often an image is understood instantly, subliminally or 
subconsciously, and it is clarified with the corresponding text; the function of the 
image is to provide instant understanding.181 John Horden also emphasises that “it is 
important not to underestimate Renaissance awareness.” Even “the most 
unsophisticated of observers” would recognise and understand complex symbolism.182 
Gentles convincingly suggests that “it [is] also likely that most officers would have 
explained carefully to the men of their units the significance of the design of their 
colours, and the meaning of the classical or biblical quotations which adorned them.” 
The banners were a direct means by which the officers could project a specific cause 
to the troops.183 It would be prudent to connect the troops to the messages on the 
banners as they were an important symbolic and logistical item for soldiers. 
Explaining the banners may have achieved solidarity in the troop. Because of the 
symbolic, certainly almost spiritual, connection to the regiment and the individual 
soldiers, it may be that their messages were viewed as inviolable. The men rallied to 
their colours, were intensely protective of them, and may have identified with their 
message. The banners may indicate ‘combat motivation’.184 Furthermore, although it 
is almost impossible to reach the attitudes of the common soldiers, within one of 
Stoyle’s Devonian petitions is a crucial soldierly statement. The common soldier, 
John Heywood, declared after 1660 that he had fought the “‘enemies of the Church 
and Kinge’” during the civil war.185 This is important evidence that the concepts of 
just war and fighting in the defence of religion had filtered down to the common 
soldiers. The common soldiers, as David Underdown notes, were far from “cannon-
fodder”.186  
 
Conclusion 
The military banners were clear and visual statements of how the soldiers conceived 
of the war, and the visual iconography suggests an atmosphere of holy war in the 
                                                
181 John Horden, “The Connotation of Symbols,” in The Art of the Emblem: Essays in Honor of Karl 
Josef Höltgen, eds. Michael Bath, John Manning, and Alan R. Young (New York: AMS Press, 1993), 
71. 
182 Ibid., 77. 
183 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 97. 
184 Ibid., 93-94. 
185 John Heywood quoted by Stoyle, “‘Memories of the Maimed’: The Testimony of Charles I’s 
Former Soldiers,” 217. 
186 Underdown, “The Problem of Popular Allegiance in the English Civil War,” 69. 
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armies. The filtering down of these concepts, through the ranks of soldiers, illustrates 
not just the banners’ significance, but also the wide dissemination of holy war. God 
bestowed banners on Christians in Biblical times, and although soldiers used them for 
their military utility, they were spiritually symbolic embodiments of an entire 
regiment and of a regiment’s connection to the concept of fighting as Christian 
soldiers. The soldiers were connected to the banners symbolically, spiritually, and 
physically. 
 
The most common message, utilised by soldiers on both sides, was that of fighting a 
religious war. The Parliamentarians, predictably, fought for further reformation. The 
Royalists expressed a clear connection between defending the divine right of kings 
and reacting against the threat to both the king and church. Newman argues that the 
only explanation for Royalist Catholics and Protestants fighting side by side is that the 
religious cause of war was less important than the protection of divine right.187 
Irrespective of confessional difference, the military banners illustrate that some 
soldiers fought to protect their immortal souls – this is certainly present in the 
soldiers’ written works – and this was a religious incentive. It has also been argued 
that the Royalists, in expressing honour and devotion to the king’s cause, used 
religious references “less as a galvanising force than a source of consolation”. The 
Royalists were “more subdued” than the Parliamentarians.188 Young supports this by 
suggesting that the Royalists’ use of ‘Give Caesar his due’ was vastly different to the 
Parliamentarian use of ‘God be with us’. The latter encouraged soldiers to fight for 
religion, the former encouraged soldiers to fight for a king’s right to complete 
authority, a perhaps uncomfortable and less-inspiring religious position.189 However, 
from the deeper symbolism of the banners, it is clear that there was a constant and 
almost zealous expression of the divine right of kings, evidenced in the plethora of 
Biblical injunctions utilised to defend Charles. That the messages were 
overwhelmingly drawn from Biblical precedent, and were so regularly articulated, 
illustrates a Royalist connection between a deep-seated religious sensibility and an 
unswerving defence of the king. To Royalists, it seems, this was a similar spurring 
call to war as the Parliamentarians’ concern for reform of the church.  
                                                
187 Newman, The Old Service, 2-3. 
188 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 112-13; Gentles, “The Civil Wars in England,” 118. 
189 Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: xl. 
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It has been suggested that the Parliamentarians exercised Biblical texts and allegories 
more successfully, and regularly articulated their religious cause for war on their 
banners. 190  It may appear that the Parliamentarians used Biblical texts more 
frequently, but Gentles has found there were thirty-eight direct quotations from 
Scripture on Parliamentarian banners, and only fourteen for the Royalists, out of the 
447 banners he analysed. The extant sample for the Parliamentarian banners is three 
times larger than that of the Royalists. Therefore, “the proportion of biblical 
quotations is nearly equivalent.”191 The armies validated their war with the Scriptures 
to an equal extent; a conclusion that is defensible. As Christopher Hill notes, the Bible 
was “the text-book of morality” guiding the lives of those in England. The Bible was 
therefore “the battle-ground of several ideologies – English nationalist versus Roman 
Catholic, episcopalian versus presbyterian and sectarian”, and the Bible was used as a 
veritable “sword” or as an “armoury from which all parties selected weapons to meet 
their needs.”192 Both sides fought zealously to defend their interpretation of the Bible 
and it is then no surprise that both used their interpretation of the Bible for 
militaristic, holy war validations of their cause.  
 
It is important to note here that Gentles does conclude that both sides were driven by 
religion and transferred these ideas to the troops. 193  But the Parliamentarians 
expressed a “Puritan self-righteousness” in their banners “stemming from the utter 
certainty that God was on their side.”194 Yet, if we take into further consideration the 
Royalist banners and their similar messages, it is clear that this was not exclusively a 
“Puritan self-righteousness”, rather a Protestant self-righteousness – both sides 
articulated this, as they fought to protect ‘the true Protestant religion’. Furthermore, 
the banners illuminate the earthy messages directed at the troops, and the atmosphere 
created by their graphic nature. The soldiers were surrounded daily with images 
expounding the religious sanction for their cause. There were graphic depictions of 
                                                
190 Ibid. 
191 In his ground-breaking chapter, Gentles focused on 447 banners out of the over 500 extant examples 
– leaving aside the banners carried into Ireland and carried by the Scottish armies of 1648 and 1651. 
Out of his 447-banner sample, 128 were Royalist and 319 were Parliamentarian. Gentles, “The 
Iconography of Revolution,” 98; 102. 
192 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, 4; 6; 34.  
193 Gentles, “The Iconography of Revolution,” 113. 
194 Gentles, “The Civil Wars in England,” 118. 
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hatred and extreme violence. There was also direct explanation of religious 
differences between the two sides – Puritan or papist was used derogatively and 
regularly, and, depending on the audience, the labels denoted the battle between 
‘good’ versus ‘evil’. Crucially, both sides clearly expressed who it was they fought 
against – God’s enemies – and the potent images on these banners may have 
contributed much to extreme violence in the civil war. This violence was spurred on 
by messages delivered in military sermons, and as the following chapters illustrate, 
the culmination of the dehumanising ‘religious other’ labels, found in the soldiers’ 
pocket bibles, Royalist prayer books, catechisms, military articles, banners, and 
sermons resulted in several massacres. 
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Chapter Four 
 
“God direct[s] the bullet or arrow as it pleaseth him … and then ’tis God,  
and not man that killeth”1: Sermonising the Royalist Troops 
 
Army chaplains were fundamental in writing the military manuals and devotional 
manuals for the soldiers, which expressed holy war and specified how ‘heretics’ or 
‘God’s enemies’ were to be treated. These concepts were repeated in soldiers’ written 
reflections and on their military banners. Royalist ministers’ direct, unambiguous, and 
stirring sermons had further effect on the style of warfare, as the soldiers were incited, 
mistakenly or intentionally, to commit extreme violence with God’s authority. There 
were massacres in 1643 and 1644 – at Birmingham, Hopton Castle, and Bolton – 
whereby the Royalists attacked garrisons and towns that were considered Puritan. 
This chapter connects events such as these to the Royalist minsters’ central role in 
war. 
 
The Parliamentarian ministers’ influence on their troops is largely accepted. Ian Roy 
noted that “Parliament’s religious leaders had no doubts in urging their supporters to 
extreme measures”, but “[t]he rather lame efforts of the royalist clergy contrasted with 
the fervour … of their opponents.” 2  Margaret Griffin agrees that the Royalist 
ministers “did not ‘get the soldiers’ blood up’ with passionate sermons”, although 
Charles and his followers were “enthusiastic, careful sermon-listeners.”3 And Barbara 
Donagan argues that the Royalist sermons were “irenic” in contrast to the 
Parliamentarian example.4 This chapter suggests a reinterpretation of the Royalists’ 
military sermons. Admittedly, they may lack the same grandiloquence of the 
Parliamentarian sermons, but they did validate the war with theological principles and 
spur the troops to wage holy war. The Royalist army attempted to be a godly army, 
containing Christian soldiers fighting God’s war; the ministers and their sermons 
played an important role in cementing these concepts. 
 
                                                
1 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 26. 
2 Roy, “Royalist Reputations: The Cavalier Ideal and the Reality,” 98. 
3 Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, xi; 37. 
4 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 136-37. 
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Army chaplains were required to traverse the contradictory nature of their moral, 
theological, and militaristic beliefs. The ministers’ immediate role was to care 
spiritually for the soldiers. Soldiers required spiritual ministration because of their 
dangerous work and proximity to death. 5  This explains the impetus for many 
ministers to join the army, as many joined primarily to care for the troops. Ministers 
also joined because they believed in a cause, aware that war resulted in the physical 
and violent destruction of the opposing side.6 War requires unsavoury violence and 
destruction, however, in a war fought for religion, any violence could be validated 
with reference to the Old Testament. According to Doris L. Bergen, the exegesis of 
the Old Testament has been problematic to ministers across time and space. 7 
Interpretation is an individualistic matter; each minister may or may not place 
emphasis on the violent religious war theories within the Old Testament. The extant 
military manuals, pocket bibles, prayer books, catechisms, and sermons suggest that 
ministers, in many cases, expressed a literal exegesis of the Old Testament maxim 
that holy war allowed for extirpation of God’s enemies. The ministers rarely referred 
to the irenicism of the New Testament. 
 
Army chaplains have participated in ‘dirty wars’, providing a framework by which 
many questionable powers could fight. 8  Bergen notes the dilemma for army 
chaplains: “[c]haplains have served heroically in wars [that] most would consider to 
                                                
5 Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal, 32. 
6 Bergen notes that in the American Civil War ministers joined their chosen side willingly, and wanted 
their side to succeed, despite the violence of war. Bergen, The Sword of the Lord: Military Chaplains, 
8. This is similar to ministers of the English Civil War. Some ministers took up arms for the king. Just 
prior to Edgehill, “the members of the universitie of Oxon. began to put themselves in posture of 
defence”. The students, many gaining qualification for the ministry, trained for war excitedly. Some 
enjoyed the army life so thoroughly that “they could never be brought to their books againe.” Athenae 
Oxonienses, iv. The later Bishop of Llandaff, William Beaw, joined the king’s army while he studied at 
Oxford. Ian Roy and Dietrich Reinhart, “Oxford and the Civil Wars,” in Seventeenth-Century Oxford, 
ed. Nicholas Tyacke (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 697. John Dolben, later Bishop of York, was 
also a student at Oxford and was among the men who joined the king’s army when it first arrived. 
Andrew M. Coleby, “Dolben, John (1625-1686),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). Two future Bishops of Winchester fought in the war – 
William Curll and Peter Mews. Curll, an ordained minister, helped defend Winchester against 
parliament. M. Dorman, “Curll, Walter (1575-1647),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). In 1642, Mews joined the Royalists and eventually became 
captain in his regiment. Mews was wounded several times and captured at the Battle of Naseby. He 
was thereafter known as ‘Captain Mews’, even while he held his benefice. Andrew M. Coleby, “Mews, 
Peter (1619-1706),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2004). 
7 Bergen, The Sword of the Lord: Military Chaplains, 5. 
8 Bergen specifically refers to the Apartheid regime in twentieth-century South Africa, in which the 
chaplaincy was an important tool in providing justifications for the government’s actions. Ibid., 20-21. 
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have been just or at least necessary; however, they can also be found on the side of 
dictators, tyrants, committers of atrocities, and perpetrators of genocide.” 9  All 
chaplains faced the same questions of legitimacy and justice of their side’s cause, but 
the Bible’s ruling on religious violence helped to satisfy their moral, theological, and 
militaristic aims.10 In the seventeenth century, considering the role of the Bible and 
Christian principles in daily life, it is also no surprise that war could be explained with 
Biblical precedent. 
 
When the Royalist army was first recruited in 1642, the military laws stipulated that 
soldiers were required to regularly attend divine services; army chaplains had to be 
present to deliver these services.11 The military articles of 1643 were amended and 
expanded to better regulate army chaplains. One chaplain was appointed for every 
regiment.12 Although one chaplain was required for each regiment, we cannot be 
certain that this was always the reality until a detailed study has been conducted.13 
Given the similarities between Royalists and Parliamentarians highlighted within this 
thesis, it is quite probable that there was one per regiment on the Royalist side.  
 
The general of the army (Charles) had two chaplains – “Chaplains Generall” – to “be 
attendant on his Person at all fitting times and places”.14 These two men were charged 
with “informe[ing] themselves of the severall Chaplaynes of the Regiments, and to 
see that every [one] of them perform their duties”.15 They also judged and punished 
                                                
9 Bergen also argues that German chaplains were witnesses to the atrocities of the Holocaust, and they 
“legitimate[d] brutality and genocide.” Ibid., 3; 10. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1642], 2-3. The military articles of 1642, January 1643 
(Madan 1211), and February 1643 (Madan 1212) do not mention divine service at great length. These 
articles briefly state sermons and prayers must be conducted, and commanders had a role in enforcing 
divine service. There is no mention of army chaplains and their presence within the army, however, 
chaplains had to be present to administer the services. 
12 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles 
[1644], 3. 
13 It may be the case that there were indeed more, comparable to the Parliamentarian army who appear 
to have had at least one, sometimes two, per regiment. Laurence suggests that the Parliamentarians 
lacked army chaplains for every regiment during some periods of the civil war. Laurence, 
Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 24-25; 49. Nonetheless, Nehemiah Wharton’s regiment certainly had 
two chaplains and heard services directed by several other ministers, and this may have met the deficit 
of army chaplains in later years. Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 331. The larger project, of 
which this thesis forms a component, will discover the identities of the Royalist army chaplains in a 
similar vein as Laurence’s parliamentarian study. 
14 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3. 
15 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 911. 
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any offences committed by the regimental chaplains.16 Richard Symonds recorded 
that “A parson [army chaplain] may be tryed at a counsill of warr, and was so at 
Bridgenorth.”17 This chaplain appears to have been punished for an undisclosed crime 
in October 1645, but Symonds is frustratingly sparse in detail. The chaplains filled a 
paid position, and would suffer fines as punishment. The two chaplains attending the 
general were to be chosen by “Us” (Charles), and the regimental chaplains were again 
to be chosen by Charles or the colonel of the regiment in which they were to serve.18 
The 12 June 1643 proclamation identified “Doctor Rives, and Doctor Sherwood [as] 
the two Chaplains Generall of Our Army”.19 The chaplains-general acted as the high 
command for the army chaplains. There was a thorough administrative structure 
surrounding the Royalist ministers, and they were regulated to a greater extent than 
the Parliamentarian chaplains.20 
 
Royalists “were glad to hear a Sermon which lasht the Puritans”:21 
Creating the Parliamentarian ‘Other’ 
Military sermons were commonly delivered to the troops “before the joyning of 
Battell”.22 It has been suggested that the Royalist military sermons merely spoke of 
loyalty to the king and absolute obedience, and these did not have the same acerbic 
tone and holy war messages as the Parliamentarians’ sermons. Anne Laurence argues 
that “[p]arliamentary army chaplains were noted for their preaching. This reputation 
is indicative of the differences between the Royalist and Parliamentary armies, and 
                                                
16 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3-4; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles 
[1644], 3-4. 
17 Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 252. 
18 The fiscal punishment ranged from half to a whole week’s pay. Charles I, Military Orders and 
Articles [Madan 1210], 3; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [1644], 3-4. 
19 Larkin, Royal Proclamations, 2: 911. Griffin points out that little is known of the two men; neither 
appear in Newman’s Royalist Officers (which would be expected, seeing as it is a biography of 
Royalist officers and does not include chaplains, and there is no suggestion that Ryves or Sherwood 
fought) and only Bruno Ryves has an entry in the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. Griffin, 
Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, 137-38. Little is known of Ryves’s work 
within the army, although much is known about his authorship of Mercurius Rusticus, and his 
ministering outside of the civil war. Joad Raymond, “Ryves, Bruno (c. 1596-1677),” in Oxford 
Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004). A.G. Matthews does not 
mention Ryves’s role as chaplain-general in his biographical encyclopaedia of Royalist and loyalist 
ministers. Christian Sherwood was noted by Matthews as “One of [the] chaplains general of royal 
army, 1643”. He was also Rector of Bishop Wearmouth, Durham from 1644, and ejected in 1646. 
Matthews, Walker Revised, 56-57; 143. 
20 Please see Chapter Five for more on this point. 
21 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 31. Emphasis in original. 
22 Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal, 51. 
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the role of religion in them”.23 But Parliamentarians noted the content of Royalist 
sermonising. William Dell railed to parliament that the Royalists “manifest their 
discontents against you, in Pamphlets and Pulpits, in their Sermons and Prayers... 
rendering you every where odious to the people.”24 Importantly, Richard Baxter 
agreed that the Royalists “were glad to hear a Sermon which lasht the Puritans”.25 
Loyalist ministers and army chaplains commanded pulpits and preached against the 
Parliamentarians, focusing particularly on admonishing ‘Puritans’ and their rebellion 
as evil. A Parliamentarian pamphleteer noted the reason why Puritans were spurned: 
because they “walk with their God, though it bee in a way which men call Heresie”.26 
 
The Royalist military sermons that are believed to exhibit a peaceful tone contain 
quite the opposite. William Chillingworth is regularly considered the most irenic of 
army chaplains. In a pamphlet addressed to the London petitioners, Chillingworth 
attacked Puritan Parliamentarians for their adverse effect on the war.27 In A Sermon 
Preached … Before His Maiesty at Christ-Church in Oxford (1644), Chillingworth 
clearly identified “the Kings righteous cause” and condemned the “Rebells and 
Traitors”.28 The language directed at Puritans and ‘rebellious’ Parliamentarians was 
repeated to Charles’s army at Reading in 1643.29 Within the sermon at Reading, 
Chillingworth suggested the Royalist cause was “a just warre”.30 He argued against 
the Parliamentarians and their cause, using Biblical precedent to demonstrate their 
errors. He emphasised the evil nature of Parliamentarians who ignored the Biblical 
passage: “Who can lift up his hand against the Lords Anonyted”? By disobeying this 
commandment they committed “sinne” and they shall suffer “eternall damnation.” 
                                                
23 Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms,” 94-95. 
24 William Dell, Right Reformation: Or, the Reformation of the Church of the New Testament (London, 
1646), epistle. Emphasis in original. 
25 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 31. Emphasis in original. 
26 I.W., The Bloody Prince, 20. 
27 Chernaik, “Chillingworth, William.” 
28 William Chillingworth, A Sermon Preached … Before His Maiesty at Christ-Church in Oxford 
(Oxford, 1644), 11-12. Published posthumously. 
29  William Chillingworth, A Sermon Preached Before His Majesty at Reading (Oxford, 1644). 
Published posthumously. The Royalists recaptured Reading after the Battle of Newbury in September 
1643. Peter Gaunt, The Cromwellian Gazetteer: An Illustrated Guide to Britain in the Civil War and 
the Commonwealth (Wolfeboro, New Hampshire: Alan Sutton, 1987), 6-7. This appears the most likely 
time that Chillingworth delivered his sermon to the army at Reading. 
30 He also urged the soldiers to be godly because it ensured God’s favour, which is another essential 
element of a just and holy war. Chillingworth, A Sermon Preached Before His Majesty at Reading, 13-
14. 
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The Parliamentarians showed “pretence of reformation” but were “Antichristian” and 
used “devillish means” against the Royalists.31 These labels (already established as 
important for validating violence) were far from irenic.32 In doing so, Chillingworth 
fanned the pervasive concept that the Parliamentarians were evil. Nevertheless, 
historians have highlighted the moderation within Chillingworth’s sermon.33 He did 
warn misbehaving Royalists with Deuteronomy: “When thou goest to warr with thine 
Enemies, then take heede there be no wicked thing in thee”.34 But Chillingworth’s 
sermon dwelt more on the lawlessness of the Parliamentarian cause than on the need 
for Royalist soldiers to be merciful. Chillingworth also failed to expound the wicked 
behaviour that he wanted the troops to avoid.  
 
A message of restraint also featured in Henry Ferne’s conduct manual, which 
concentrated on the behaviour of soldiers within the army. Ferne warned that the 
soldiers would only receive God’s help if they “keep thy selfe from every wicked 
thing.” There should be no swearing, profanity, drunkenness, whoring, or cruelty.35 
Swearing, drinking, and whoring formed the most part of the conduct manual, and 
cruelty featured but briefly.36 The soldiers were told to abide by the laws of “Christian 
warefare”.37 A proper fear of God “will restrain you from cruelty and all unjust 
violence”.38 Soldiers must show “restraint of slaughter and Spoyle, as may represse 
Cruelty and Rapine, and yet not be prejudiciall to the Cause.” Cruelty was identified 
                                                
31 Ibid., 12-14. Emphasis in original. The Biblical injunctions implied here by Chillingworth are 1 
Samuel 26:9 and Proverbs 24:21, King James Bible (1611). 
32 Chillingworth was a member of the Great Tew Circle, a group of like-minded men who gathered 
around Lord Falkland to converse on learned matters. Chillingworth was irenic in the theological sense, 
and only pre-civil war. He desired recognition that religious sects, even Catholics, usually agreed on 
the fundamental matters of Christian faith and morality. Chillingworth was less irenic in terms of his 
persuasion of the troops’ role and aims in war, asserting the concept of loyalty to the monarch, the 
divine right of kings, the ‘evilness’ of rebellion, and he was clearly opposed to sectarianism. For his 
biographical information see Chernaik, “Chillingworth, William”. 
33 See especially Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 132. 
34 Chillingworth worried that the Royalist cause would be affected by the “burthen of their [the 
soldiers’] sins” and the Royalists were not as religious as was necessary and proper. The sins being: 
swearing, plundering, and a perceived lack of godliness among the troops. Chillingworth, A Sermon 
Preached Before His Majesty at Reading, 13. Emphasis in original. Chillingworth’s words were drawn 
from Deuteronomy 23:9, King James Bible (1611). 
35 Ferne, The Camp at Gilgal, 14. 
36 It is interesting to note the extent to which Ferne focused on swearing, drinking, and whoring. 
Almost every action in war – the watch, march, battle – was viewed through this lens. The soldiers 
would not be successful in any of these actions if they misbehaved, especially if they were drunk – as 
was the major focus of Ferne’s conduct manual. Ibid., passim.  
37 Ibid., 20. 
38 Ferne was mainly concerned to urge the soldiers to fear God to ensure success and bravery in battle. 
Ibid., 26.  
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as refraining from putting all to the sword in a storm (not killing women and 
children), yet the soldiers were told to be careful not to be too kind as it would be 
“prejudiciall to the Cause.”39 The soldiers should maintain “Conscience of their … 
Actions”, but if questioned on their actions, they were urged to retort that they “have 
a good cause”.40 This language suggests that soldiers were urged to remember not to 
be cruel, but not to be too lenient either – a difficult position to resolve in the middle 
of battle. 
 
Lionel Gatford delivered a sermon to the Cornish Royalist soldiers in 1646, 
illustrating the spread of holy war ideas across the First Civil War.41 Mark Stoyle 
explains that this was a military sermon delivered to the Cornish troops who had 
gathered at Tavistock in January 1646.42 There were between 3,000 and 4,000 troops 
drafted together by Sir Richard Grenville and the Prince of Wales, in a final attempt 
to counter the New Model Army.43 Gatford’s sermon was intended for all soldiers – 
“men of all rankes” – and Stoyle’s analysis demonstrates that Cornish particularist 
sentiments are unmistakable throughout the sermon.44 Gatford’s sermon was also a 
rousing tirade against the Parliamentarians, haranguing the Royalists to take up the 
cause of God once and for all. Given the climate of this sermon, its message was 
surely intended to elicit a strong response. First parliament was denigrated for 
swearing “the Protestation… In the presence of Almighty God … to maintaine and 
defend the true reformed Protestant religion”, which they failed to uphold. Parliament 
                                                
39 Ibid., 42-43. Emphasis in original. 
40 Ibid., 1-3; 5. Emphasis in original. 
41 Gatford was outspoken against parliament and ejected from his parish (Dennington, Suffolk) during 
1642. He was then later imprisoned in London (early 1643) for attempting to publish a pamphlet at 
Cambridge, urging people to obey the king. Released in May 1643, Gatford was later appointed 
chaplain to Pendennis Castle in 1645. Gatford also wrote several pamphlets against rebellion. Jason 
McElligott, “Gatford, Lionel (d. 1665),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2004). 
42 The Oxford Dictionary of National Biography entry suggests that the sermon was drafted in the 
summer of 1645 (July). McElligott, “Gatford, Lionel.” Stoyle has demonstrated that the sermon was 
only tentatively ascribed to July 1645 by the cataloguer of the Clarendon MSS. Indeed “several pieces 
of internal evidence show that the sermon must have been written some months later.” Gatford refers to 
the Prince of Wales leading the Cornish troops to war, and this action had only been decided by the 
council of war in December 1645. Stoyle, West Britons, 107; 239, note 87. The original cataloguer 
wrote on the reverse of the final folio of Gatford’s sermon “probably about the middle of the yr 1645.” 
Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 65v. The cataloguer sounds far from certain that this date was correct, 
and, given Stoyle’s persuasive analysis of evidence drawn from within the sermon, it was most likely 
written and delivered in early 1646. 
43 Stoyle, West Britons, 106-07. The sermon notes that the soldiers were raised under Prince Charles, 
the Duke of Cornwall, and they would fight under lieutenant-general Sir Richard Grenville. Bodl., 
Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 63v. 
44 Stoyle, West Britons, 107-09. 
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had actually caused “the ruine” of religion.45 Gatford suggested that parliament 
favoured religious sects and these ‘heretics’ were permitted to spread their 
“diabolicall heresies”.46 Parliament promulgated heresy because they voted “down 
Episcopacy”, which, as Gatford pointed out, was approved by Fox’s Acts and 
Monuments, and was historically approved and validated by parliament “above thirty 
times”. And “by taking away the booke of Common Prayer” parliament removed “one 
of the greatest props ^of [inserted above] ye Protestant Religion”.47 The Book of 
Common Prayer ensured that the English people would “faithfully serve, honour, and 
humbly obey him [the king] in God and for God” and the eschewing of this text was 
“wholly repugnant”.48 Although the Parliamentarians accused the Royalists of being 
‘papists’, the Parliamentarians were guilty of popishness for subverting religion and 
were as “act[ing] wth evil devilishnesse”.49 
 
In a stirring final call to meet the New Model Army, Gatford directly asked the 
soldiers “And what then shall we doe?… Shall we sit still and looke on?” while “our 
Religion” is “rooted up or troden down by the wilde beasts of the people”. It was 
parliament who waged “a most unnaturall and bloody warre” and it was for the 
Royalists to “lift up our hands our selves in the defence of his iust cause”.50 The 
Cornish soldiers were compared to the famous men of the Bible who fought the 
Lord’s battles: Gideon, Sampson, and David, who were assisted by the Lord in their 
“iust and holy” cause.51 The holy war rhetoric of the Old Testament is evident here; 
the soldiers were told they were soldiers of God, fighting His battles, with His divine 
aid. In the Bible, those who rose up against “the wicked king Amon” were put down 
by “the people of the land [who] slew all [of] them” because it was wrong to rebel 
against an anointed king. 52  The Parliamentarians were responsible for an 
“antichristian Rebellion” and “this unnaturall warre was chiefly undertaken for the 
                                                
45 Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 46. 
46 Ibid., f. 46v. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid., f. 47. 
49 Ibid., f. 48v-49. This speaks to contemporary use of the would ‘papist’ or ‘popish’ as meaning 
religious or political deviant in the 1640s. Gatford spent a great deal of the sermon arguing against 
Parliamentarian actions toward religious reform. 
50 Ibid., f. 52v-53. 
51 Ibid., f. 63. 
52 Ibid., f. 53. 
 109 
alteration of the true Protestant Religion”.53 Touching on the concept within Judges 
5:23, Gatford reminded the soldiers that they had only served “part payment” of their 
service and they would be punished if they did not “make good the rest”.54 Gatford 
expressed the language of hate and religious difference, denigrating the 
Parliamentarians as ‘evil’, ‘devilish’, and ‘heretical’. There are similarities across the 
extant Royalist military sermons, and Gatford’s illuminates that the soldiers were 
cajoled with these concepts right up until 1646. 
 
“How many Godly Ministers hast thou Kill’d?”:55 The Sack of Birmingham  
Royalist ministers were, theoretically, protected from violence from within their army 
and Charles also attempted to prevent his soldiers from inflicting violence on 
ministers outside the army.56 Army chaplains, and ministers more generally, were 
considered sacrosanct and free from harm because “they were themselves harmless, 
holy, and noncombatant”.57 Ministers might suffer violence, like women, children, 
and the old, because of the dangers of combat and lack of soldierly discipline. Both 
sides were publicly against instances of violence toward ministers, yet were guilty of 
this crime.58 
 
Ministers could be plundered or harmed by their own side. Edward Symmons claimed 
Royalist soldiers threatened him with a ‘pistolling’, and he felt more in danger from 
his own side than the Parliamentarians. P.R. Newman rather unfairly suggests “he 
probably deserved it” because of his unrealistic view of the soldiers’ proper Christian 
conduct.59 Ministers were far more likely to suffer particular brutality from the 
opposing side. The Bloody Prince (1643) disavowed violence toward ministers, 
                                                
53 Ibid., f. 60. 
54 Ibid., f. 57v. 
55 A Nest of Perfidious Vipers: Or, the Second Part of the Parliaments Kalender of Black Saints 
(London, 1644), 6. 
56 Charles I, Military Orders and Articles [Madan 1210], 3; Charles I, Military Orders and Articles 
[1644], 3.  
57 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 151. See in particular Bernard, The 
Bible-Battells, 249. Symmons told his soldiers that ministers were “Gods Messengers”, implying their 
sacrosanctity. Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 14. Ministers were included in surrender terms in sieges 
along with the military personnel, either released to march away under terms or retained in prison. At 
Scarborough, Cholmley ensured that the clergy within the garrison were permitted to ride or march out 
of the town. “The articles were verie iustly observed”. Cholmley, The Memoirs and Memorials of Sir 
Hugh Cholmley, 161-62. 
58 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 151; 153-54. 
59 Unfortunately, Newman does not cite a source for his discussion of Symmons’s experience and I 
have been unable to trace it further. Newman, The Old Service, 147-48. 
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suggesting that Parliamentarians “are exceeding tender and carefull of the faithfull 
Ministers of God”.60 This was the ideal, yet Nehemiah Wharton described the 
ritualised violence committed by Parliamentarians against a potentially Royalist, 
probably merely loyalist, minister at Coventry. Wharton’s regiment also attacked 
several other ‘papist’ ministers on the march.61 Although Royalists were not supposed 
to attack ministers, John Rushworth was outraged that the Royalists had “barbarously 
murther’d, plunder’d, and rob’d” the Parliamentarian ministers.62 Royalists certainly 
plundered a parliament-supporting civilian minister.63 Lord Paulet reportedly gave a 
speech to his soldiers before the Siege of Sherborne on 7 September 1642:  
Give quarter to none that weares the sword ... deafen your eares and 
harden your hearts against all cryes and prayers for mercie. But if you 
meet with any of their Clergie, reserve them for more exquisite torments, 
and a lingring death; I intend to have them flead alive… As for the 
Round-heads ... they shall … be singled out for the slaughter. But when 
you come to the Puritanicall Townes … then let your swords cruell it 
without difference of age, sex or degree.”64   
 
Paulet’s speech was reported within a propagandist pamphlet and while its 
truthfulness is certainly questionable, it does suggest that there was a popular 
perception that Royalists treated pro-Parliamentarian ministers poorly. If true, 
Paulet’s words to his troops may explain why ministers were attacked, and that 
Royalists targeted ‘Puritans’ on the grounds of religious difference. 
 
Religious difference likely drove the civil war attacks on army chaplains. 
Birmingham suffered a savage attack – experienced by the inhabitants of the town, 
                                                
60 I.W., The Bloody Prince, 7. 
61 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 315; 317-18. Parliamentarian soldiers also beat their own 
naval army chaplain in the streets of Plymouth. Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in 
England,” 139-40. Michael Hudson, a Royalist army chaplain who precipitated an uprising in 
Northamptonshire in June 1648, was brutally killed by the Parliamentarians. Hudson was an army 
chaplain after the Battle of Edgehill. He was royal chaplain to Charles, and was even made 
scoutmaster-general of the Northern Army until 1644. It is certainly possible that Hudson preached to 
the troops while fulfilling this military role. “He was regarded [by Parliamentarians] as a notorious 
malignant who was constantly at Belvoir and other royal garrisons.” Nicolas W.S. Cranfield, “Hudson, 
Michael (1605-1648),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2004). At Woodcroft House in 1648, the Parliamentarians “denied ‘that rogue Hudson’ quarter” and 
drove him off the roof. It is believed that Hudson tried to grasp the battlements, but Parliamentarians 
cut off his hands. He fell into the moat and was then beaten to death. A soldier reportedly bragged “that 
he had cut out the reverend doctor’s tongue as a souvenir.” An unnamed contemporary quoted by 
Carlton, This Seat of Mars, 138. Although this evidently sits outside the scope of this thesis, it is 
demonstrative that ministers could suffer violence inflicted by the opposition. 
62 John Rushworth, Historical Collections of Private Passages (London, 1721), 5: 43. 
63 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 315; 317-18. 
64 John Paulet Earl of Winchester, The Latest Remarkable Truths (London, 1642), 5. 
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the garrison, and a Puritan minister. Birmingham was “a busy little Puritan town” and 
a main supplier of swords to parliament.65 It was one of the few areas in the west that 
supported parliament, and it may have been attacked because it was a Puritan centre.66 
On the Saturday night beforehand, the “The Minister of Birmingham” attempted to 
steel the garrison upon news of the Royalists’ approach.67 Ronald Hutton notes that a 
Puritan minister in Birmingham had preached against the Royalists.68 Perhaps the 
minister did stir them to resist because Birmingham refused to allow Rupert entrance 
on Monday 3 April 1643.69 Eliot Warburton, Rupert’s biographer, argued that Rupert 
only desired to quarter in the town.70 Those within Birmingham “gave fire upon them, 
and with opprobrious speeches reviled them, calling them Cursed dogs, devilish 
Cavaliers, Popish Traytors”.71 The 150 Parliamentarians were heavily outnumbered 
against the 1,500 Royalists.72 The Royalists were driven back twice, suffering some 
losses to their men; the town’s resistance enraged Rupert’s soldiers.73 There was a 
“hot fight” and the Royalists “took the Town and plundered it”.74 The Royalists “most 
barbarously mangling naked men” and wounded many. A True Relation of Prince 
                                                
65 Plowden, Women All on Fire, 30. Carlton suggests that Birmingham was viciously attacked because 
it had slighted the king in October 1642. Carlton, Going to the Wars, 175. Ann Hughes demonstrates 
that Birmingham had sent a great deal of aid to Coventry in 1642.  Ann Hughes, Politics, Society, and 
Civil War in Warwickshire, 1620-1660 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 147. A Letter 
Written From Walshall confirms “the Inhabitants of that Towne [Birmingham] were they who first 
stirred up those of Coventry to resist the King” and they “sent 15000 Swords for the Earle of Essex his 
Forces and the ayd of that Party”. The Birmingham sword mill had also refused to supply the king and 
had “imprisoned diverse [people] who bought swords” if suspected of furnishing the Royalists with 
weapons. The pamphlet also outlines that those of Birmingham had previously plundered the king’s 
baggage train, prior to the storm, when it stayed a day behind as the main army marched on. A Letter 
Written From Walshall, by a Worthy Gentleman to His Friend in Oxford ([Oxford?] 1643), 2-3. This is 
a partisan source, written by a Royalist whose “duty [it was] to attend him [the king]” (p. 1). Although 
Early English Books Online places the pamphlet as printed in Oxford, and the title suggests that it 
relates to Oxford, Falconer Madan has not included it within his bibliography of Oxford books. Due to 
the ornate detail of the title page, it is similar to the quality of pamphlets issued from the city. It may be 
that this is a genuine letter and that it was printed in Oxford, but it unfortunately evaded Madan’s 
notice.   
66 Hutton has discussed this event and connects it to the Puritan composition of the town. Hutton, The 
Royalist War Effort, 20. 
67 Prince Ruperts Burning Love to England: Discovered in Birminghams Flames (London, 1643), 3. 
Emphasis in original. 
68 Hutton, The Royalist War Effort, 20. 
69 Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 2: 151; A Letter Written From Walshall, 3-4; Robert Porter, A 
True Relation of Prince Rvperts Barbarous Cruelty Against the Towne of Brumingham (London, 
1643), title page.  
70 Warburton suggests the inhabitants brought his wrath upon themselves: “their little town suffered 
severely for its audacity”. Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 2: 155. 
71 A Letter Written From Walshall, 3-4. Emphasis in original. 
72 Sir Samuel Luke, The Journal of Sir Samuel Luke, ed. I.G. Philip (Oxford: Oxfordshire Record 
Society, 1950-1953), 2: 56. 
73 Speciall Passages and Certain Informations, 290. 
74 Ibid., 283. 
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Rvperts Barbarous Cruelty (1643) also reported that fifteen men and two women – 
inhabitants of the town – were massacred.75 Twenty Parliamentarian soldiers were 
also killed, bringing the tentative total of dead to thirty-seven.76  
 
While the Royalists were killing those within Birmingham they came across “Mr. 
Whitehall a Minister”. The soldiers “asked him if he would have quarter”. The 
minister replied that he would not accept “Quarter from any Popish Armies or 
Souldiers, whereupon they supposing him to be Mr. Roberts, Minister of 
Birmingham” – the minister who had railed against the approaching Royalists before 
they stormed – thus “did most cruelly mangle and hack him to death”. The soldiers 
later bragged “that they had quartered their Minister”.77 A Royalist source defended 
the soldiers’ actions because “he [the minister] told the soldier who [had] killed him, 
that the King was a Perjured and Papisticall King, and that he had rather dye than live 
under such a King, and that he did and would fight against him”.78 The Royalist 
propaganda, exercised to mitigate public outrage over Birmingham, did not deny that 
the minister had been killed. Indeed, one of Sir Samuel Luke’s spies in Oxford noted 
“Prince Robert was much condemned at Oxford for burning of Brimmingham”.79 
Although condemned by Royalists, it is noteworthy that the propaganda that defended 
the attack focused on the derogatory labels used by the minister to describe the king. 
It also noted that when the Royalists stormed, the inhabitants had called them “Popish 
Traytors”, “Cursed dogs”, and “devilish”. The inhabitants’ emphasis of the Royalists’ 
religious difference is suggestive that religious discord drove the civil war.80 
                                                
75 Porter, A True Relation of Prince Rvperts Barbarous Cruelty, unpaginated. According to Mark 
Levene, massacres are a one-sided killing of a group of ‘innocents’ – those who were either unarmed, 
surrendered, or non-combatant – in opposition to existing social mores regarding extreme violence. 
Levene, “Introduction,” 5. 
76 Speciall Passages and Certain Informations, 290. 
77 Prince Ruperts Burning Love to England, 4-5. Emphasis in original. 
78 The author believed the minister was “mad”, considering he had some lurid letters in his pocket. A 
Letter Written From Walshall, 5.  
79 Luke, The Journal of Sir Samuel Luke, 2: 60. Rupert’s actions at Birmingham were extreme and even 
Charles wrote to Rupert while he besieged Lichfield, urging “have a care of spilling or shedding 
innocent bloud … [in the] town of Litchfield… let our subjects if they will or desire, it have free 
quarter” and be merciful. Charles I, A Message With a Letter Sent by His Majesty to Prince Rupert  
(London, 1643), unpaginated. 
80 The treatment of the town was particularly harsh. Robert Porter said the houses “were fired in their 
cold blood” and “they have since pulled downe my [sword] mill”. Porter, A True Relation of Prince 
Rvperts Barbarous Cruelty, unpaginated; Speciall Passages and Certain Informations, 290. The 
newsbook and pamphlet reports are corroborated by Luke’s spy reports. Luke, The Journal of Sir 
Samuel Luke, 2: 56. The Royalists set Birmingham on fire, burning eighty houses of the inhabitants. A 
Letter Written From Walshall bemoans the storm of Birmingham, even though the author was a 
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Figure 13: Prince Rupert, his poodle ‘Boy’, and Birmingham on flames behind. 
Reproduced from I.W., The Bloody Prince, title page. 
 
There are important considerations relating to violence in seventeenth-century sieges. 
Sieges were common in the civil war; Will Coster estimates that there were around 
200.81 Siege deaths for England and Wales are estimated at 20,000, which is a quarter 
of all deaths in action over the period.82 Massacres were more common during sieges 
and sudden storms. Soldiers faced extreme danger when they took towns with “a 
realistic expectation of imminent death” and, once inside, “soldiers often experience 
                                                                                                                                      
Royalist. He noted “the miserable destruction of Burmingham by fire” and compared it to 
contemporary events in Germany. Nonetheless, this very source attempted to exonerate Rupert, arguing 
he was forced to fire “a house or two”. A Letter Written From Walshall, 1; 4. Emphasis in original. 
Luke noted that Rupert was present to watch the town set alight and he “would not suffer any one to 
quench it”, contrasting with the Royalist letter that suggested Rupert immediately ordered it to be put 
out. Luke, The Journal of Sir Samuel Luke, 2: 60. 
81 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 91. 
82 Gaunt, The English Civil Wars, 51; 60. 
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an acute elation and sense of release. This state is akin to drunkenness and is 
frequently the precursor to acts of extreme irrationality and violence”.83 There is also 
a sense that bloody sieges were a form of ‘retributive justice’, exacted on the 
defenders because the attackers believed themselves burdened by the process.84 This 
is certainly reflected in the rules of war that suggest “If enemies will hearken to no 
conditions of peace” and “stand out to the very uttermost”, then extreme violence was 
permissible.85 Besieged spaces that refused to surrender “hath been often” inhumanely 
“butchered to death”.86 Unlike the open battlefield, towns, castles, and homes are 
typified by their enclosed spaces, in which there is little to no chance to escape. This 
may also explain why there was a higher likelihood of massacres and atrocities in 
sieges. Physical barriers also caused heightened animosity. The walls, ditches, and 
other defences formed a barrier between the two sides: the attackers aimed to take the 
defences, giving them an objective, and the defenders tried to hold their defences, 
giving them a sense of ownership of their space.87 These characteristics made sieges 
issues of space, territory, and power, and may explain the irrational, almost drunken 
state, of the soldiers. 
 
As seen with Birmingham’s storm, the most vulnerable groups in war were non-
combatants and ministers; it was for this reason they were afforded protections in the 
rules of war.88 These blanket protections did not necessarily apply within besieged 
towns. Usually surrender was demanded three times before storming.89 It appears that 
Rupert only called for surrender once. He stormed immediately and did not allow the 
defenders time to properly consider his first demand.90 Once a town was stormed, it 
was the normal procedure to take the defensible positions – walls, towers, gates – then 
“to beate the streetes”. This was a process that usually involved “beaten the 
Townesmen” (to put it in contemporaneous terms), which could be a bloody and 
                                                
83 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 98. Bernard refers to a great 
deal of “confused noyse” in war, which may have had an effect on the soldiers. Bernard, The Bible-
Battells, 52. 
84 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 99. 
85 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295-96. 
86 Turner, Pallas Armata, 139. 
87 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 98-99. 
88 “Slay not such as cannot hurt thee, as weake women, aged men, and young children.” Gouge, “The 
Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295; Bernard, The Bible-Battells, 251. 
89 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295-96. 
90 A Letter Written From Walshall, 3-4; Porter, A True Relation of Prince Rvperts Barbarous Cruelty, 
unpaginated; Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 2: 155. 
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traumatic experience for townspeople.91 The rules of war were developed from 
precedent in the Old Testament – Biblical sacks of towns containing God’s enemies – 
that allowed for atrocious treatment of non-combatants. God said in cities “thou shalt 
save alive nothing that breatheth.”92 God gave permission to Saul “to passe by the 
edge of the sword, men, women, children, and beasts, without dispense or grace”.93 
Saul was told to “Smite Amalek and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare them 
not, but slay both man and woman” and “the Lord himselfe” said “slay utterly old and 
yonge.”94 Because of these traditions, sieges were the most likely space for atrocities 
and massacres to occur. In the seventeenth century, it was considered acceptable for 
besieged spaces to be dealt with in this manner especially if it was a just war. If the 
war was undertaken for God and religion, then pity should be laid aside. Military men 
were told not to pity those they killed because of religious difference.95  
 
According to Coster, “the prevalence of certain types of military conflict does not in 
itself explain why massacres occurred.”96 That is, not all explanations for massacres 
hinge on the type of military engagement – the siege. Equally, townspeople were not 
always victims of atrocity and massacre. There are several influencing factors, 
perhaps a confluence of many, that determined individuals’ and groups’ behaviour. 
The group mentality of the soldiers, the conditions of the engagement, and the 
personal convictions of the troops all played a part in determining the style of 
violence that was enacted. Because Birmingham put itself in a “posture of defence”, 
was “obstinately stand[ing] out” after the one summons, and caused some Royalist 
losses, their actions may have been viewed as aggravation and thus Birmingham 
deserved ‘retributive justice’. 97  Birmingham was openly defiant and supported 
parliament, even supplying Parliamentarians with weapons, but other towns were 
similarly ‘malignant’ and did not suffer the same fate.98 It seems the key lies in 
Birmingham’s Puritanism, the “opprobrious speeches [that] reviled” the Royalists, 
and the minister that had sworn against the king.99 This minister was a target because 
                                                
91 Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 226. 
92 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295. Emphasis in original. 
93 Rich, Allarme to England, unpaginated. 
94 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 292-93; 295. Emphasis in original. 
95 Ibid. 
96 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 91. 
97 Gouge, “The Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295-96. 
98 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 98. 
99 A Letter Written From Walshall, 3-4. 
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of his perceived role in spurring the troops and because he had a different view of ‘the 
true Protestant religion’. According to Inga Volmer, “the wars of the seventeenth 
century [were] being guided by the vindictive spirit of the Old Testament.”100 
Considering the Biblical precedent against God’s enemies in towns, and that these 
maxims guided soldiers in the rules of war, it is no surprise that ‘Puritan’ Birmingham 
(God’s enemies), and particularly its minster, suffered in the storm. 
 
 “‘Hopton Quarter’”:101 The Massacre at Hopton Castle 
Brampton Bryan and Hopton Castle were isolated Puritan garrisons in the mainly 
Royalist Herefordshire, thus becoming a direct target for the Royalists in the area. 
Parliamentarian troops from Brampton garrisoned Hopton Castle on 18 February 
1644.102 Royalists attacked several times over the following month, suffering heavy 
losses with each attack, and each time demanding that the Parliamentarians 
surrender.103 The Royalist commander, Sir Michael Woodhouse, was angered by the 
defenders’ obstinacy and “vowed their ruin”.104 On 13 March, Colonel Samuel Moore 
heard mining under the castle and decided to surrender thinking it “better to yield” 
than to “be blown up”.105 Woodhouse forced Moore “to yield to the Colonel’s mercy” 
and “all thought they should only be made prisoners”.106 The men walked out of the 
castle and Moore asked to see Woodhouse. The soldiers “stood in order” but then 
“had their arms tied”. Moore was led away to a house in the village; looking back, he 
saw that his men had not followed.107   
 
 
 
 
                                                
100 Volmer, “A Sea of Blood,” 231-32. 
101 Seventeenth-century MS notation, quoted by Webb, Memorials of the Civil War, 1: 389, note 2. 
102 HMC, “Relation of the Siege, Surrender and Butchery at Hopton Castle, by Colonel Samuel Moore 
[c. 1644],” in Calendar of the Manuscripts of the Marquis of Bath (London, 1904), 1: 36. 
103 The Royalists told Moore, while he was in prison, that his men had killed 150-200 of the Royalists. 
Ibid., 1: 36-37. The attack is also described by Davies in “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton 
Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 29. 
104 “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 29. 
105 “Relation of the Siege, Surrender and Butchery at Hopton Castle,” 1: 38. 
106 Ibid.; “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 29. 
107 Moore, “Relation of the Siege, Surrender and Butchery at Hopton Castle,” 1: 38; 40.  
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Figure 14: Entrance of Hopton Castle. Photograph by M. Astley-Boden (2013). 
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Captain Priamus Davies, a Parliamentarian defender of Brampton Bryan, retells what 
happened to the men, based on eyewitness account.108 Moore’s troops were bound 
“two and three” and “then they were stripped naked as ever they were born”. It was 
early March, the weather was cold, and many had recent wounds. The men were left 
in this manner for an hour. It was then that the “word was given that they should be 
left to the mercy of the common soldiers”. The Royalists then “fell upon them”, 
driving the men into the “cellar unfinished” where “every man of them [was] 
presently massacred”.109  
 
An hour after the surrender a soldier came and asked Moore where any money was 
hidden, only to be disappointed with his answer. Another soldier came and asked 
“whether I [Moore] desired to live”.110 Presumably this soldier had been party to, or 
witnessed the bloodletting, and had ventured to do the same to Moore. Perhaps it was 
also a psychological taunt, as another soldier came to Moore three hours after 
surrender and asked “how many of the soldiers I thought were sent to [the prison at] 
Shrewsbury”. The soldier then told Moore “none”, and added “they were all 
killed”.111 There were thirty-one men in the garrison in total, two were killed in the 
siege process, leaving twenty-nine men at surrender. Moore was the only one spared, 
bringing the number killed to twenty-eight.112 Accordingly, “‘After this Massacre … 
whenever his [Charles’s] soldiers craved quarter, the reply was we’ll give you none 
but Hopton Quarter.’”113 At the earlier Siege of Bradford (17 December 1642), 
‘Bradford Quarter’ became an infamous term for the remainder of the civil war. A 
                                                
108 According to John Webb, the manuscript also contains curious additions. One, written in Moore’s 
hand, suggests that Royalists had informed him further while he was in prison in Ludlow. They had 
told Moore that one major was stabbed and the remaining troops were “killed with clubs or such things 
after they were stripped naked.” Two maidservants had been stripped and “cut” but were helped to 
escape. See Webb, Memorials of the Civil War, 1: 389, note 2. One of the two women that had escaped 
from Hopton informed the garrison at Brampton Bryan of what had occurred. This woman would have 
witnessed events (and was also maltreated); this accounts for the detail with which Davies retells the 
massacre. Also it is possible that, like Moore, Davies was informed further by Royalists while he was 
held in Shrewsbury prison after the surrender of Brampton Bryan. Davies himself says “as … [left 
blank] Major of the Prince’s foot assured me”. “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the 
Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 29. 
109 “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 29. It is 
possible that Woodhouse had higher orders to refuse quarter, discussed in detail by Webb, Memorials 
of the Civil War, 1: 390. See footnote 162 below.  
110 “Relation of the Siege, Surrender and Butchery at Hopton Castle,” 1: 38. 
111 Ibid., 1: 39. 
112 Ibid., 1: 36-37. 
113 Webb cites a note within the Manuscripts of the Marquis of Bath. Webb, Memorials of the Civil 
War, 1: 389, note 2.  
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Royalist officer was surrounded by townsmen who “struck him down: he cried out for 
quarter, and they poor men, not knowing the meaning of it, said, ‘aye, they would 
quarter him,’ and so killed him.”114 The Royalists at Hopton might have been re-
enacting the ‘quarter’ that their officer had received at Bradford. However, the 
massacre at Hopton was removed from the atrocity at Bradford by over a year, so may 
been have been less of a cause than other extenuating circumstances. Additionally, the 
Royalist at Bradford had asked for quarter, and those at Hopton were forced to 
surrender to mercy. 
 
The loopholes within the rules of war may also explain how the defenders of Hopton 
could be massacred. St Augustine ruled “those that yeeld themselves are not to be 
slaine”.115 It was no “iustice to kill our prisoners in colde blood.”116 The unarmed 
were theoretically protected by the rule that “It is no victory to kil an enemie 
disarmed”.117 Dangerous prisoners could be executed after they had surrendered.118 
The prisoners at Hopton were not dangerous, as they had already been disarmed and 
tied together in groups. But, in reality, there were two different types of surrender: 
surrendering to ‘quarter’, which usually guaranteed the person’s life; and surrendering 
to ‘mercy’, which left their fate in the hands of the most senior commander.119 
Prisoners could be executed after surrendering to either quarter or mercy as “any 
quarter” given on a battlefield or in a town could be rescinded if it was not promised 
by the most senior commander “either by word, or in writing”.120 The commander 
                                                
114 Joseph Lister, The Autobiography of Joseph Lister, of Bradford in Yorkshire, to Which is Added a 
Contemporary Account of the Defence of Bradford and Capture of Leeds by the Parliamentarians in 
1642, ed. Thomas Wright (London: John Russell Smith, 1842), 17-18. 
115 St Augustine cited by Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 11-12; Gouge, “The 
Churches Conquest Over the Sword,” 295. 
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249-52. 
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“Atrocity, War Crime, and Treason in the English Civil War.” 
120 Turner, Pallas Armata, 137. 
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“judg of the Prisoners, and then he may do with them as he pleaseth”.121 The most 
senior commander conducted the negotiations at Hopton, so if quarter were given it 
could not be withdrawn with this reasoning. Perhaps, knowing this, Woodhouse 
forced them to surrender to mercy. Forcing the Parliamentarians to surrender to mercy 
suggests that Woodhouse did not want them to live. Nevertheless, although several 
Biblical commanders exercised their rights and denied many prisoners quarter, 
following these radical principles could be viewed as “cruel inhumanity”.122 When the 
Duke of Alva took Haarlem and Naarden in Holland, the two towns both submitted to 
the duke’s mercy, but they were butchered to death in the thousands. The 
commanders had “an eternal stain of inhumane cruelty [left] on their names” and so 
would “all those who imitate their bloody example.”123 Although those within Hopton 
had been neutralised as a threat, they had ‘worried’ the besiegers. This certainly was 
not a circumstance of blood lust, as the soldiers were only killed after command was 
given, and well after they had surrendered, as an hour had passed before their 
massacre. It is likely that something else drove these Royalists to slaughter the 
Parliamentarians, which could be the insidiousness of religious difference. 
 
The massacre was widely reported by Parliamentarian newsbooks or briefly 
mentioned by Royalist sources. Events at Hopton became sensationalised; the 
narrative of this massacre had been woven into the propagandist war.124 Despite the 
spike in propagandist reports, the recollections of Moore and Davies suggest what 
likely occurred. The massacre remained notorious, as in 1645 the Parliamentarian 
army chaplain to Edward Massey, John Corbet, mentioned the event.125 Corbet noted 
that “fourty prisoners” of Hopton “were basely murthered after the surrender.” The 
explanation was that Herefordshire was the “Enemies Country” demonstrating that 
                                                
121 Ibid. 
122 Ibid., 137-38; 336-37.“To sley all that are taken … is great crueltie, and inhumanitie”. Bernard, The 
Bible-Battells, 251. 
123 Turner, Pallas Armata, 337. 
124 Mercurius Veridicus noted that the massacre at Hopton “is already sufficiently knowne”, suggesting 
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125 John Corbet, An Historicall Relation of the Military Government of Gloucester: From the Beginning 
of the Civill Warre (London, 1645), 85.  
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Puritan Hopton Castle and Brampton Bryan stood alone in a largely religiously-
conservative Royalist county.126 However sensationalised and eulogised, this event 
was not contested by Royalist sources; indeed, Edward Symmons established the fact 
of this massacre.127 At Easter 1644, Symmons visited prisoners from Brampton 
Bryan, at the prison in Shrewsbury.128 Symmons asked the prisoners why they fought 
against the king. The men replied “they took up Armes against Anti-christ, and 
Popery”.129 At Hopton “those miserable wretches, that were slaine” shared the same 
sentiment as Brampton’s defenders – they fought against the Antichrist.130 Explaining 
the massacre, Symmons noted that the defenders of Hopton shouted at the Royalists: 
“O you Rogues, you dogs, will you fight against the Lord, against your redeemer”.131 
The Parliamentarians were reported to have cursed the Royalists with language that 
emphasised their religious differences. If this occurred after surrender, it may explain 
why they were killed an hour later. The Parliamentarians’ actions were blasphemous 
to Symmons and the Royalist soldiers. So  
when that Castle was taken, that blasphemy of theirs, together with other 
opprobrious and reviling speeches, did stir up that rage in the mercilesse 
Souldiers, which occasioned that barbarous, and inhumane slaughter of 
those miserable men; for which my heart hath often bled in secret (as God 
knowes); it being an Act, however deserved on the sufferers part, yet too 
cruelly inflicted by the Kings men … and most unbeseeming Christian 
Souldiers.132   
 
Symmons confirmed that a massacre was perpetrated, but felt it too cruel. 
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concerns that the Royalists killed every defender within Hopton.   
129 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface; 20. Emphasis in original. 
130 Ibid., 20. 
131 Defenders of Hopton quoted by Ibid. Emphasis in original. 
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To Symmons, the Parliamentarian ministers were to blame – “these men of bloud” – 
because their soldiers were misled regarding the lawfulness of their cause.133 The 
Parliamentarians were styled as Babylonians in Scripture Vindicated (1645), because 
their ministers had misappropriated the Scriptures, and the soldiers had believed their 
preaching. The Royalists should thus “reward them as they have served us”.134 
Symmons turned the premise of Marshall’s sermon against the Parliamentarians. 
Symmons refuted the Parliamentarian use of this same maxim against the Royalists in 
Stephen Marshall’s Meroz Cursed (1642), which represented the Royalists as God’s 
enemies.135 Symmons even quoted Judges 5:23 (Meroz Cursed) in A Militarie Sermon 
(1644) to suggest that the Royalists and citizens of Shrewsbury needed to contribute 
to the Royalist cause, or they would be punished as was the Biblical town of 
Meroz.136 Interestingly, Symmons was guilty of the same ‘crimes’ committed by the 
Parliamentarian ministers. Indeed, he believed the fate of the defenders at Hopton was 
‘deserved’ despite its cruelty – a contradictory observation from a Royalist army 
chaplain, especially if they are all believed to be irenic. 
 
“A Militarie Sermon”:137 The Archetypal Royalist Sermon 
Symmons, somewhat embroiled in Hopton as the troops responsible were his charges, 
delivered his well known A Militarie Sermon to Rupert’s troops at Shrewsbury on 19 
May 1644, only months after the massacre. The sermon was dedicated to Woodhouse 
– a commander whose violence has already been established.138 Nonetheless, “many 
gallant Gentlemen and Souldiers” listened to Symmons’s sermon “with attention and 
                                                
133 Ibid., 56; 64. Emphasis in original. Coincidently, this label was also placed on Charles. It could be 
levelled at Royalists and Parliamentarians in a similar manner to ‘papist’. For more on blood guilt see 
Crawford, “‘Charles Stuart, That Man of Blood’,” passim. 
134 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, 32; 47-48. 
135 Ibid., passim. Compare with Marshall, Meroz Cursed. Symmons wrote Scripture Vindicated in 
opposition to Marshall’s sermon. Symmons argued that Marshall had misappropriated Judges 5:23 and 
caused Parliamentarian soldiers to unjustly wage a holy war against the Royalists. In Scripture 
Vindicated, Symmons argued against Parliamentarian preachers because they preached improperly. He 
believed it was often the case that those who were proud preached against pride, and those who were 
malicious often preached against malice (p. 68). Symmons preached against hypocrisy but also utilised 
Judges 5:23 – the passage misappropriated by Marshall – with a similar purpose. 
136 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 30. 
137 Ibid., title page. 
138 “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 30. 
 123 
favour”, and he hoped that Woodhouse would accept it “as agreeable to 
godlinesse”.139 
 
Symmons’s sermon is a lengthy argument depicting the lawlessness of the 
Parliamentarian cause, while asserting the Royalists’ just cause for war. Notably, this 
tirade constantly reasserted the Royalist position, while condoning violence toward 
God’s enemies. The aim was to paint rebels – the Parliamentarians – as evil and 
encourage the soldiers to oppose them. Parliamentarians were represented as 
“transgressors from the holy and righteous wayes of God”.140 Symmons’s sermon is 
based on Proverbs 17:11. “An evill man seeketh onely Rebellion, therefore a cruell 
Messenger shall be sent against him.”141 Because it was only the wicked that rebel, 
rebellion was a wicked act, and it was “the duty of all good men to oppose” it.142 The 
Parliamentarians were committing “ungodly worke” and the Royalists were to see 
themselves as God’s cruel messengers sent to punish the rebels.143  The Royalists – 
according to Symmons’s interpretation of Proverbs 17:11 – were commissioned by 
God as His messengers. The Royalists had God’s warrant because only the king, due 
to divine right, could sanction war. Royalism and religion were wholly intertwined to 
Royalists. To question the king would be to question religion. In 1 Peter 2:13 “the 
King is called the Supreme”, but the Parliamentarians argued that “the Supreme 
Authority is seated in themselves”. By doing this, “they exalt themselves above him 
that is called God”, and this was “Antichristian”, leading the listener or reader to the 
conclusion that they were enemies of God.144 
                                                
139 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, epistle dedicatory. Because this sermon was printed and dedicated to 
Woodhouse for his perusal, it is possible that it was also disseminated to the troops for their own 
personal use. At the very least, the troops would have heard the sermon once when delivered in 
preparation for their march toward York for the Battle of Marston Moor. That it was printed and 
reprinted suggests there was a wide readership. Madan, Oxford Books, 2: 353. 
140 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, preface. Emphasis in original. 
141 Ibid., 1. Emphasis in original. 
142 Ibid. 
143 Ibid., 2. 
144 Parliamentarians exulted themselves to power “above him that is called God”, which was the 
greatest affront to a good Christian, according to Royalists. Ibid., 17. Caryl Molyneaux’s banner 
depicted a stag’s head, held high by five arms. The five arms represent the five members of parliament, 
the stag’s head is representative of both Essex and ‘power’. The motto asks the question: “To what do 
you exalt this horn?” Blount, The Art of Making Devises, 72; Young, Emblematic Flag Devices, 3: 5. 
The motto is drawn from Psalm 148:14 “Hee also exalteth the horne of his people”. King James Bible 
(1611). God gave power – the horn’s main symbolic meaning is ‘power’ – but the Parliamentarians had 
usurped it, because power was supposed to be bestowed on the king. Olderr, Symbolism: A 
Comprehensive Dictionary, 68. This banner was a subtle reference to the legality of Charles’s power, 
further reasserting the divine nature of the Royalist cause. 
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Symmons further aligned the Parliamentarians with evil and painted them as enemies 
of God. “A Rebell is a most wicked man, of a most malignant disposition.”145 
Malignancy, in this period, was synonymous with papacy and evil, dispositions with 
which Parliamentarians also aligned the Royalists. Parliamentarians were malignants 
because rebellion was a sin.146 A rebel was “a man of bloud” and was seduced by the 
Devil, because he was the first malignant.147 Therefore, Parliamentarians are “of the 
very Diabolicall nature”. 148  Symmons further dehumanised Parliamentarians by 
asserting that their policies and actions were derived from “Hell and Rome” and that 
they had “digged up the most reformed Church in the woorld, by their prophanenesse 
and Atheisme”.149 Symmons compared Parliamentarians to other famous rebels from 
the Bible who exhibited “all evills, Sects, and heresies”.150 Heretics and rebels 
“breach of all Lawes and relations both towards God and man” and were known for 
“irreligion, and unnaturallnesse”, which “are all concentred in Rebellion”.151 Taking 
the diabolical one step further, “Rebellion is as the sinne of Witch-craft”.152 The 
Parliamentarian ministers’ railing against the Royalists was akin to “witcherie” and 
they subsequently “sin[ned]”.153 Symmons progressed beyond the subtle references to 
malignancy and evil, strongly depicting the Parliamentarians as heretics. As already 
discussed, heretics were regarded as subhuman and existed outside the bounds of the 
rules of war since the late-sixteenth century.154  
 
Symmons suggested a method for dealing with heretics. Soldiers were told that they 
were God’s messengers to act as “executioner[s] of Justice to punish evill”. It was 
through the Royalists that God would “inflict punishment upon the wicked”. The 
Royalists could “walk worthy” because “you are his Messengers to execute his will” 
and “fight Gods battels”.155 The final holy war message to the solders was that all this 
                                                
145 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 2. 
146 Ibid. 
147 Ibid., 4. 
148 Ibid., 5-6. 
149 Ibid., 10. 
150 Ibid. 
151 Ibid., 11. 
152 Ibid., 12. Emphasis in original. This is drawn from 1 Samuel 15:23, King James Bible (1611).  
153 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 28. 
154 Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Laws of Armes, 271. 
155 The just war theory is evident: “David was a man of warre, and did (as you do) fight the Battailes of 
the Lord”. Remember: “God himself is called a man of warre, Exod. 15.3. The Lord is a man of Warre, 
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“may serve to stirre up you”. Rise up against those who “lacke of a lawfull Warrant” 
and rest assured in the “lawfulnesse of your owne call”. The Royalists fought to 
“defend him, whom God hath exalted [Charles] … to maintaine Religion, the Lawes 
and Dignity of your Nation, and to suppresse Rebellion that Child of Hell”.156 Stirring 
up the troops further, they were urged to “inflict sharpe punishment upon rebellious 
men” as it was stated you “shall be inexorable, and not abate one jot of the 
punishment that he is commanded to inflict”.157 The similarity with Marshall’s Meroz 
Cursed sermon, combining the holy war messages in Judges, Proverbs, and Psalms, is 
astounding. Soldiers should not baulk from all they are asked to do (Psalms 137:8-9) 
“and deale with him according to his deserts”.158 Rebels in the Bible were dealt “a 
typicall Lesson” involving “utter extirpation”. Symmons cited many Biblical 
examples whereby rebels were killed and “that punishment of theirs … [was] 
ordained and allowed of God”.159 For example, God upheld the law of retaliation and 
‘devilish’ “men of bloud” could lawfully suffer equal bloodiness as punishment.160 
Significantly, at the Siege of Brampton Bryan, a Parliamentarian defender heard the 
Royalists yell “the devil was in us”, referring to the Parliamentarians, and “they 
would blow us up to the devil”.161 The soldiers, responsible for this siege and the 
massacre at Hopton Castle, were the men to which Symmons directed his sermon. 
The soldiers already viewed the Parliamentarians as influenced by “the devil”, before 
Symmons’s sermons was delivered – Brampton Bryan surrendered on 17 April 1644, 
Symmons’s sermon was delivered on 19 May.162 Symmons may have delivered this 
                                                                                                                                      
and JEHOVAH is his Name.” Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 14-17. Emphasis in original. Symmons 
quoted and utilised this Biblical passage in almost identical fashion to William Beech’s military 
sermon (see Chapter Five for a case study of this sermon and Basing House). This Biblical passage is 
also found in the military manuals, soldiers’ pocket bibles, prayer books, and catechisms. 
156 Ibid., 18. 
157 Ibid., 18-19. 
158 Ibid., 19.  
159 Symmons also quoted Psalms 68:30 “Rebuke the company of the speare-men, the multitude of 
Bulls, with the Calves of the people, till every one submit himself with pieces of Silver, scatter thou the 
people that delight in warre”. Symmons interpreted it to mean that the spearmen were “those 
degenerate Gentlemen that have lifted up the hand against their Soverainge” and the multitude of bulls 
were “the rich fat Citizens” who drove the rebellion, and the calves were “those Country folk, that 
came bleating up to London” with their petitions. Therefore “all these” people “shall bee rebuked by 
the Lord”, and this was the work for the messengers of God. Symmons deftly connected the rules of 
war and Biblical precedent to the civil war. Ibid., 20.  
160 Ibid., 22. 
161 “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 31. 
162 Gaunt, The Cromwellian Gazetteer, 79. There was a great threat here that, when Brampton 
surrendered, they would be executed. The defenders heard “an order came from Prince Rupert to put us 
all to the sword, especially Doctor Wright, our Lieutenant-Colonel.” Woodhouse reportedly drew 
together a council of war and decided “the Prince’s order must be obeyed.” It was Sir William 
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or a similar sermon at an earlier date, or the troops had learned this stereotype from 
other ministers’ sermons or their devotional manuals. Symmons’s sermon may have 
only served to heighten their existing attitudes toward the ‘other’, further 
dehumanising the Parliamentarians, as it continually and emphatically linked them to 
the diabolical. 
 
Presumably because of the massacre at Hopton, Symmons included provisos for the 
soldiers. As a minister “I could never yet speake that language of Kill, Slay, and 
Destroy”, which Symmons attributed to the Parliamentarian ministers.163 When they 
“beggs your mercy” make sure you “do nothing but what is Kingly” and remember 
that “mercy pleaseth God”.164 The soldiers’ observance of ‘mercy’ – coloured by its 
meaning in the rules of war – may have differed to the theological connotation of the 
word to which Symmons directed the soldiers. The Royalist soldiers were told to 
distinguish between those who plot rebellion (the evil sort) and those who were 
merely seduced to rebellion.165 Severe treatment was reserved for the former and not 
the latter, but one might question how the soldiers could make this distinction in 
battle. Common soldiers may be excused as the ‘seduced’, but how would soldiers 
view junior officers and army chaplains? Symmons also told the soldiers to “shew 
respect to Women, Children, and aged persons”.166 It was specified: do nothing “in 
coole blood”, but this was defined by Symmons as not butchering the enemies’ 
carcasses once dead, nor stripping them naked, or torturing the enemy and taking over 
“an houre or two” to kill them, or swearing at them while they died. This was not as 
‘humanitarian’ as the complete maxims of the rules of war, because Symmons did not 
suggest that soldiers refrain from massacre, and spare the lives of those who had 
surrendered.167 The soldiers were even somewhat absolved: “let God direct the bullet 
or arrow as it pleaseth him … and then ’tis God, and not man that killeth”.168 If God 
empowered the soldiers, then did this not remove blame for their actions? It is plain to 
                                                                                                                                      
Vavasour who protested and the garrison was fortunately spared. “An Account of the Sieges of 
Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 32-33. 
163 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 24. 
164 Ibid., 25. Emphasis in original. 
165 Ibid. 
166 Ibid. 
167 Ibid., 26. Donagan outlines the ‘humane’, or at least the hints of humanitarian principles, which 
contemporaries applied within the seventeenth-century rules of war. Donagan, “Codes and Conduct in 
the English Civil War,” 76-77; passim. 
168 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 26. Indeed, this statement is presented alongside those that 
cautioned mercy.  
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see how the soldiers could have been confused by Symmons’s message as he ended 
his sermon noting: God  
doth not command you to be cruell [as God’s messengers], but doth 
declare that a Rebell shall meet with crueltie, i.e. with sure and sharp 
punishment … who ever be the inflicter of it, we are taught by the Text to 
conclude, that ’tis sent him of God”.169 
 
Remember “God hath … infused into good and holy men a certain spirit, which hath 
appeared as a cruell spirit”; David took a city of the Ammonites and chained the 
people, sending them into a kiln to burn alive.170 When “we see such a spirit in any, 
we are to note the hand of God therein.”171   
 
The vast majority of Symmons’s sermon preached on the need to punish rebels; only 
a small portion noted the need to exercise restraint when waging war. The sermon was 
a strongly worded exhortation that the opposing side was ‘evil’, ‘malignant’, 
‘devilish’, ‘wicked’, ‘diabolical’, and ‘heretical’ – all terms that suggested the 
Parliamentarians were enemies of God. Although Symmons placed caveats within to 
discourage soldiers from unlawful and unnecessary violence, it may have been 
difficult for soldiers to separate the overt message that Parliamentarians were God’s 
enemies to be destroyed, from the subtler proviso that excessive cruelty should not be 
inflicted. Indeed, Symmons only cautioned the soldiers not to commit atrocities, but 
remained glaringly silent on massacres. 
  
The sermon may have had an effect on Rupert’s soldiers, but not in preventing 
bloodshed. As Rupert’s army marched toward York, immediately after hearing 
Symmons’s sermon, they committed massacres at Bolton (28 May), and Liverpool 
(12 June).172 Rupert’s army comprised of some of the more notorious commanders in 
the civil war, including Lord Byron (“the ‘Bloody Braggadocio’”), Woodhouse 
(“bloody butcher Woodhouse”), and Sir William Vaughan (“the Devil of 
                                                
169 Ibid., 27.  
170 Ibid., 27-28. 
171 Ibid., 28. 
172 For more on the massacre at Liverpool see “Account of Prince Rupert’s March into Lancashire”, in 
C.H. Firth, “Marston Moor,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, New Series 12 (1898): 70. 
Rupert was a feared and successful cavalry commander and had gained his knowledge of war in 
Europe, serving at Brabant (1635) and the Siege of Breda (1637). Young, Marston Moor 1644, 73. 
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Shrawardine”).173 It has been suggested that, when Rupert’s army reached Bolton, 
similar to Birmingham, he sought to quarter there the night.174 Bolton was garrisoned 
with 4,000 Parliamentarians, but Rupert’s army took it by storm in only a matter of an 
hour or two. A Royalist noted Bolton was “stormed” and “taken with the fall of 1,000 
menn of the Enemy”; the “towne [was the] souldiers reward”.175 Thus, “a great 
slaughter was made of ye Enemy.”176 Simeon Ashe reported the Royalists were 
“denying quarter to any, whether souldiers or men in the houses, till the sword drunke 
with bloud was sheathed”. 1,500 people were reportedly buried, and 500 taken 
prisoner.177 According to Coster, there is a discrepancy between written accounts, 
with deaths placed between 200 and 2,000. The Royalists, strangely, recorded the 
highest deaths at 2,000. The Parliamentarian reports were between 1,200 and 1,500 
dead. However, Coster has also found that only twenty-eight deaths were noted on 28 
May in the Bolton parish register.178 Parish registers are not always complete or 
entirely accurate, which does pose a problem. Regardless of the inconsistencies in 
reports, it is clear that there was a great deal of bloodshed. The ‘Rupert Diary’ 
suggests the Royalists lost 300 men. This may have contributed to the bloodiness of 
the storm, since some Royalist officers were captured, and the Royalists may have 
sought reprisal.179 The ‘Rupert Diary’ attempted to exonerate the Royalists’ reprisals 
by noting “During ye time of ye Attaque” the Parliamentarians “took a prisoner (an 
Irishman) and hung him up as an Irish papist. And after defended ye Town to ye Last 
                                                
173 Young, Marston Moor 1644, 4; 54-55. Davies described Woodhouse as “This bloody butcher 
Woodhouse”. “An Account of the Sieges of Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 
30. 
174 For more on Bolton see Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 95. The 
soldiers that were besieging Lathom House (commanded by Alexander Rigby – an intense Puritan) had 
lifted the siege on hearing of Rupert’s advance and sheltered in Bolton. Diane Purkiss, The English 
Civil War: A People’s History (London: Harper Perennial, 2006), 327. The Countess of Derby – 
Charlotte de la Tremouille – was the first cousin to Rupert’s father. It may be that the familial links 
between Rupert and Countess Derby also exacerbated his anger toward Rigby and his men at Bolton. 
The Royalists may have wanted to totally rout Rigby because of the extent to which he had harrassed 
Lathom House. The power dynamics are evident in the fact that Rupert captured “20 cullours” and 
these were then sent to Countess Derby on 4 July. “Account of Prince Rupert’s March into 
Lancashire,” 70; Mike Lawson, For God and the North: A Concise History of Roundhead and Royalist 
Activity in the North of England (Leigh-on-Sea: Partizan Press, 1987), 20-21. 
175 “Account of Prince Rupert’s March into Lancashire,” 70. 
176 “The Rupert Diary,” in Peter Young, Marston Moor 1644: The Campaign and the Battle (Kineton: 
The Roundwood Press, 1970), 212-13. 
177 Simeon Ashe, A Particular Relation of the Most Remarkable Occurrences From the Vnited Forces 
in the North (London, 1644), 5. 
178 Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the English Civil War,” 96-97. 
179 It also suggests that of the 700 that “got into ye Church” the prince “gave them Quarter”. But this 
source has some notable issues. It has questionable and unresolved authorship (although certainly 
written by a Royalist) and it is highly partisan. “The Rupert Diary,” 212-13. 
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wth great obstancacy (sic)”.180 But as Warburton suggests, Bolton was considered “the 
great stronghold in the North – ‘the Geneva of England’.”181 Mr Herrick, a minister at 
Manchester, expressed concern that Manchester – “the next Towne for Religion” (‘the 
true Protestant religion’) – might be similarly attacked.182 The town was known as a 
Puritan centre and this, combined with the defenders’ hanging an Irish-Royalist 
soldier, the defenders’ harassment of Lathom House, and the siege conditions, 
explains the event. Yet, the most stirring cause was highlighted by the concerned 
Parliamentarian minister at Manchester – the attack was particularly brutal due to 
religious difference. 
 
Conclusion 
The Royalist army chaplains are commonly considered moderate, but this chapter has 
suggested an alternative view. Donagan argues that  
many parliamentary sermons employed a militant, violent language 
expressive of a conviction that hearers were providential instruments of 
God, soldiers of the Lord chosen to crush religious deviates and evildoers: 
rhetorically, Antichrist, the whore of Babylon, Turks, Jews, and the 
notoriously heathen and cruel were readily conflated with royalist armies. 
Sermons before battle, of course, had certain common characteristics, for 
it was an intrinsically bloodthirsty and inspiriting genre. In general, 
however, we may tentatively identify a more traditional, moderate, 
obedient, irenic tone in royalist sermons.183 
 
However, Donagan does note that this conclusion was drawn cautiously.184 In the 
sermons addressed here, Royalists denigrated Parliamentarians for their religious 
difference as easily as their opponents harnessed this same weapon. Hutton highlights 
that Charles had labelled Parliamentarians as ‘sectaries’, ‘separatists’, and 
‘schismatics’. 185  These labels – and that of Puritan – evoked the idea that 
Parliamentarians upset the religious order and status quo, they were as dangerous as 
papists, and similarly heretical. These labels, and the idea that the Parliamentarian 
cause was irreligious, may have allowed for the interchangeableness of the pejorative 
                                                
180 Ibid. 
181 Warburton, Memoirs of Prince Rupert, 2: 429. 
182 See Herrick’s letter within Ashe, A Particular Relation of the Most Remarkable Occurrences, 5. 
183 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 136-37. 
184 Aside from Donagan, this concept is also propounded by Roy, “Royalist Reputations: The Cavalier 
Ideal and the Reality,” 98; Griffin, Regulating Religion and Morality in the King’s Armies, xi; 
Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms,” 94-95. 
185 Hutton, The Royalist War Effort, 14. 
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terms – Puritan, wicked, evil, rebellious, heretic – with simply ‘parliament men’, as 
the labels were directed at the entire Parliamentarian cause.186 As the military sermons 
suggest, this was a common Royalist position. Sermons delivered by Chillingworth, 
Symmons, and Gatford aligned Parliamentarians with these dehumanising labels, 
emphasising their inherently evil nature and religious difference. 
 
According to Newman, the Royalist chaplains stressed loyalty to the king in their 
sermons. 187  Newman argues that they rarely used the ‘religious card’ because 
Royalists were impartial to the religious cause of war. This contrasted with the 
Parliamentarians who fervently argued for the defence of the reformed church.188 
Quite the opposite is evident in Symmons’s sermon; there is a clear sense that the 
Royalists fought to defend the king’s divine right because to fail to do so was wicked, 
akin to witchcraft, and jeopardised immortal souls. Duty to the monarch was a 
religious issue as it meant, for many, that they were accordingly dutiful to God. The 
same is equally apparent in Chillingworth’s and Gatford’s sermons. It has also been 
suggested that Chillingworth and Symmons advocated mercy and discipline.189 Both 
men did expound the need for mercy toward the enemy, but neither emphasised it to 
the same extent as they expounded and propounded violent holy war concepts. The 
Royalists exercised harsh caricatures of the Parliamentarians and the overall message 
of Royalist sermons was not peaceful. Military sermons indeed contained commonly 
bloodthirsty content on both sides.  
 
Much can be gleaned from the massacres at Birmingham, Hopton Castle, and Bolton. 
The three massacres occurred in siege spaces. Several external factors could have 
caused these sieges to boil over into massacre – the inherent power and space 
dynamics of sieges, the defenders’ obstinacy, the individual soldiers’ blood lust 
(‘siege mentality’), retributive justice, and a literal interpretation of the Biblical 
treatment of townspeople. Massacres did not occur in all sieges across England in the 
                                                
186  Richard Baxter outlined that “The Parties set Names of Contempt” from the outset. The 
Parliamentarians were instantly and negatively portrayed as “Rebels”, “Round-heads”, and “Puritans”. 
The Royalists were similarly labeled “Malignants” and “Cavaliers”. Richard Baxter, Reliquiae 
Baxterianae, 34; 44. Emphasis in original. Blair Worden also points out that the simple labels of 
‘Parliamentarian’ and ‘Royalist’ were even used to denigrate the opposing side. Blair Worden, 
Roundhead Reputations, 2-3. 
187 Newman, The Old Service, viii. 
188 Ibid., 16-17. 
189 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 132. 
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First Civil War. A coalescence of all, or some, of these factors was necessary for a 
sudden outburst of extreme violence. But, as Volmer found in her analysis of 
massacres, “the element of religious … hatred between the opponents was undeniably 
the most powerful incentive” for excessive violence. Most violent episodes contain 
other external factors, but they are always “deeply embedded [with] religious beliefs 
and hatred towards the religious ‘other’.”190 The defenders at Birmingham and 
Hopton called the besieging Royalists evil and devilish – implying they were 
religiously different and deviant. At Bolton, the Royalists had recently heard a 
particularly stirring and vitriolic sermon against Puritans. All three garrisons were 
commonly known as Puritan strongholds. Most importantly, the soldiers had been 
encouraged from the outset of war to view the opposing side as religiously different. 
The style of violence at these massacres appears to have been guided more by the 
soldiers’ animosity toward the religiously suspect ‘other’. The massacre at Hopton is 
particularly telling; the prisoners were rounded up, disabled, and then killed over an 
hour later in cold blood. Something stirred the Royalists to kill these Parliamentarians 
well after the fighting had stopped, and it may be the dehumanising labels that arose 
from religious difference. Finally, the vitriol within the Royalist military sermons 
recasts prevailing views of this side within the historiography. Their messages were 
strong, akin to the ‘Peters’ and the ‘Marshalls’ on the Parliamentarian side. But for 
the sermons to have importance, they had to strike a chord and resonate with the 
Royalist soldiers. It was Royalist ministers’ sermons – both acerbic in tone and 
stirring in effect – that added to the atmosphere of religious difference and further 
contributed to massacres committed by the Royalist troops. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
190 Volmer, “A Sea of Blood,” 232-33. 
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Chapter Five 
 
“[T]his worke be to revenge Gods Church against Babylon”:1  
Sermonising the Parliamentarian Troops 
 
The most important function of the Parliamentarian army chaplains was preaching to 
the soldiers, especially prior to battle. Soldiers would flock in vast numbers to hear 
their army chaplains preach, “divers of them climbing up into trees to hear”.2 Leo F. 
Solt argues that Parliamentarian army chaplains’ message was one of perseverance, as 
their aim was to boost morale.3 Anne Laurence agrees but adds that another important 
purpose was “to persuade them [soldiers] that they should go to war against their 
countrymen” and “to justify a civil war”.4 The sermonising did focus on justifying the 
war, and this was achieved by depicting the Royalists as God’s enemies. Massacres in 
1644 at Marston Moor, and in 1645 at Naseby and Basing House, illustrate that 
combatants and non-combatants experienced religious violence due to the atmosphere 
of religious difference. The acrimonious language and concepts utilised by the 
chaplains contributed to these instances of extreme violence. 
 
Despite the silence in the military articles regarding numbers and duties of the 
chaplains, the Parliamentarians required a chaplain for every regiment, and indeed in 
Essex’s army, “each Regiment had an able Preacher”.5 Laurence has found that, in 
1642, Essex’s army had the most chaplains (thirty-one) but this figure fluctuated, and 
                                                
1 Marshall, Meroz Cursed, 12. Emphasis in original. 
2 Perfect Occurrences quoted by Solt, Saints in Arms, 12. On this occasion, a Sunday in May 1646, in 
the leaguer outside besieged Oxford, the sermons were two hours long and delivered by William Dell 
and one of the Sedgwick chaplains. Gentles, The New Model Army, 94. 
3 Solt, Saints in Arms, 10. 
4 Chaplains were appointed because their “views reflected the prevailing ethos”. Although Laurence 
recognised the role of chaplains’ sermonising, analysis of the sermons and their content – particularly 
the holy war rhetoric – did not feature in her study. Laurence focused on determining links of 
patronage among the chaplains and officers, and arguing against the religious and political radicalism 
and separatism previously assigned to the Parliamentarian ministers. The ministers were previously 
believed to encourage the soldiers to radical religious beliefs (especially sectarianism) and radical 
political beliefs, which are not necessarily wholly connected to the expression of holy war. Laurence, 
Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 2; 5; 10; 54; 84. 
5 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 51. 
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appeared to decrease over the civil war. With the inception of the New Model Army, 
the Parliamentarians, surprisingly, had the least number of chaplains.6  
 
The Ministers and their Influence across the Army 
It has been suggested that the religious fervour – and by association, holy war 
preaching – of the Parliamentarian armies was restricted to merely a few regiments, 
soldiers, and their chaplains.7 Hugh Peters and Stephen Marshall, known as ‘zealous’, 
were exceptionally popular ministers.8 There is evidence that one influential minister 
could reach several regiments. Other than their regimental chaplains (John Sedgwick 
and Samuel Kem), Nehemiah Wharton’s regiment heard sermons delivered by six 
other ministers, most notably Marshall and Obadiah Sedgwick.9 As the troops in the 
one regiment could hear sermons delivered by numerous army chaplains, a cross-
fertilisation of ideas would have occurred, especially when the armies were joined 
together at major engagements. The soldiers thus had the opportunity to hear the more 
zealous preachers. Particularly zealous ministers may have been remarkably 
influential and inspired troops and other chaplains; this applies specifically to 
Marshall, who was described by a soldier (who was not his regimental charge) as 
“that worthy champion of Christ”.10 
                                                
6 Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 24-25; 49. There was a shortage of ministers in the army, 
which explains the prevalence of lay preaching. Lay preaching led to the rise of religious sects, and, as 
Baxter argued, this rise in ‘sectaries’ dissuaded ministers from joining the army – a self-perpetuating 
cycle. Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 51. The rise of lay preaching may also explain the deficit 
between commissioned army chaplains in the first two years of war and those hired for the New Model 
Army. Lay preachers filled a spiritual void, whether non-commissioned chaplains, local clergy, or 
mechanic preachers. Mechanic preachers – soldiers or lay persons – preached whenever they were so 
moved. Solt, Saints in Arms, 9. Colonels Hewson and John Pickering were particularly renowned for 
preaching to their soldiers. Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 1; 7. The Scottish mercenary 
soldier, Sir James Turner, exhibited disdain toward mechanic-soldier-preachers. Civil war  
sends Coblers and other Mechanicks to the Pulpits, to torture their Audience with Non-
sence. This converts Souldiers into Preachers, who by vertue of their double callings, 
belch out Blasphemies against the great God of Heaven, and rebellious and opprobrious 
Speeches against his Vice-gerents on Earth. Turner, Pallas Armata, 3. 
7 Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 48-49; 76-77.  
8 Purkiss, The English Civil War, 47. 
9 For more on Wharton’s regimental chaplains see Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 141; 
171-72. The six other preachers were: Christopher Love, Obadiah Sedgwick, Stephen Marshall, Mr 
Harding, Mr Norton (civilian minister at Rugby), and an unnamed minister in Warwickshire who had 
been pillaged by the Royalists. Obadiah Sedgwick was popular with the soldiers, preaching on at least 
five separate occasions. Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 312-13; 315; 318; 322-24; 327; 330; 
332. 
10 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 323. Peters delivered sermons to the besieged at Lyme. 
After the siege had been lifted “June 16th. Being Sunday” Peters preached twice to the garrison. 
Edward Drake, “The Diary of the Siege of Lyme Regis,” in A.R. Bayley The Great Civil War in 
Dorset, 1642-1660 (Taunton: Barnicott and Pearce, 1910), 188. 
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Parliamentarian ministers had a specific style and character. Puritan preachers were 
skilled at oration and delivered stirring sermons. Barbara Donagan explains that 
“many [sermons] were lively ... and puritan preachers were self-conscious performers; 
histrionic skill had long been professionally cultivated. [Even] Richard Symonds, the 
Royalist soldier, conceded that the ‘best Preachers’ were on parliament’s side.”11 
Richard Baxter noted that a method for preaching “should be first to convince the 
understanding and then to engage the heart. Light first, then heat”.12 John Sedgwick 
“was a violent preacher” and had a coarser style than his brother Obadiah. He was “a 
most energetic beater of the ‘drum ecclesiastic’” and was known to have “‘thrash’d 
such a sweating lecture that he put off his doublet.’… He lashed the Cavaliers in a 
lofty and overstrained pitch of voice, but sunk into softer breathings at mention of the 
Parliament.”13 It was Sedgwick who caused Robert Kirle, a Parliamentarian turncoat, 
to change sides because he “opened my Eyes”. Sedgwick revealed “by the spirit”, not 
that which was heavenly but that “of fury and madnesse”. Sedgwick preached “in his 
inspired rage”, when he prayed to God “he seemed rather to command then intreat”, 
he cursed the king, and “thirst[ed] after blood”. The Parliamentarian ministers, more 
generally, “make robbery, rebellion, sacriledge and murder, become vertues”.14 Sir 
Faithful Fortescue also changed sides from parliament to the king, partly because of 
the Parliamentarian ministers and their violent sermons.15 Parliamentarian ministers at 
Edgehill were described as “militant Evangelists” especially “Dr Burges, Dr 
Downing, Mr Marshall, and Sedwicke”.16 John Vicars noted that the 
Chaplains … rode up and downe the Army, through the thickest dangers, 
and in much personall hazard, most faithfully and courageously, exhorting 
                                                
11 Donagan, “Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 150. 
12 Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 50-51. 
13 Letter From a Spy at Oxford to Mr Pym, and Anthony Wood, quoted by Webb, Memorials of the 
Civil War, 1: 180. I have been unable to locate this pamphlet. 
14 Robert Kirle, A Coppy of a Letter Writ From Sergeant Major Kirle, to a Friend in Windsor ([London 
?] 1643), 2. Kirle was originally sergeant-major in the Earl of Stamford’s regiment of horse on the 
Parliamentarian side. He wrote to his friend from Oxford, where he resided fighting for the Royalists. 
15 Webb, Memorials of the Civil War, 1: 230. 
16 This is a partisan work that states parliament had waged war falsely in the name of God. The 
pamphlet continued: these men’s “consciences start out of the way at a white Surplesse, but never 
boggle at garments rolled in blood.” T.R., An Honest Letter to a Doubtfull Friend, unpaginated. 
Emphasis in original. ‘Garments rolled in blood’ is drawn from Isaiah 9:5 “For euery battell of the 
warrior is with confused noise, and garments rolled in blood; but this shall be with burning and fewell 
[fuel] of fire.” King James Bible (1611).  
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and encouraging the Souldiers to fight valiantly… and to fight for their 
Religion, Lawes, and Christian Liberties.17 
 
According to Edward Symmons, ministers were not supposed to be “exasperateing 
and provoking others to” fight in a bloodthirsty manner, but in the civil war the 
Parliamentarians were renowned for this.18 
 
Stephen Marshall and his Infamous Meroz Cursed  
Even before war had officially erupted, religious difference was framed in the fast 
sermons to parliament. 19  Fast sermons were mainly composed from the Old 
Testament, which has interesting connotations for holy war. The fast sermons were 
“peppered with the word of war”.20 Marshall delivered his infamous Meroz Cursed 
sermon to the House of Commons on 23 February 1642.21 Marshall expounded the 
Biblical passage Judges 5:23 – “Curse ye Meroz (said the Angel of the Lord) curse ye 
bitterly the inhabitants thereof: because they came not to the helpe of the Lord, to the 
helpe of the Lord against the mighty.”22 The message was that those who did not take 
                                                
17 Vicars quoted in Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 76-77. The ministers were closely 
involved in war and were militant. Records suggest that Parliamentarian chaplains may have carried 
weapons. Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 18. Army chaplains become inextricably swept 
along in the tide of war; the men often dressed in war-appropriate attire and carried weapons. Doris L. 
Bergen points specifically at the issue of masculinity in war, which somewhat determined the army 
chaplains’ appropriation of macho behaviour. Bergen, The Sword of the Lord: Military Chaplains, 16-
20. Necessity in war may have caused chaplains to adopt military attire. Turner says: “this War [civil 
war] metamorphoseth Preachers into Soudliers, and tells them that a Corslet becomes them better than 
a Canonical Coat, and a broad Sword better than a long Gown”. Turner, Pallas Armata, 3. The 
Parliamentarian ministers were known for riding among the troops, in the thick of action, with pistols 
and buff coats. Marshall, John Sedgwick, and Peters were especially known for this. Symmons, 
Scripture Vindicated, preface; Webb, Memorials of the Civil War, 1: 179; Gentles, The New Model 
Army, 96. Some army chaplains joined the army to minister to the troops, only to later take up military 
command themselves. Francis Cheynell held military command and was in Cornwall with Essex. John 
Sedgwick – the zealous minister – even led Sir John Northcott’s regiment at Launceston in 1643. Kem 
began in the army as Essex’s chaplain, but then became captain in 1644 “after which he certainly 
continued to preach.” Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 8-9.  
18 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, 28-29. Emphasis in original. As seen in the previous chapter, 
Symmons was also guilty of that which he condemned in the Parliamentarian armies. 
19 Cornelius Burgess preached the first fast sermon to parliament on 17 November 1640. Robin Jeffs, 
ed. Fast Sermons to Parliament (London: Cornmarket Press, 1970), 1: 6-96. For more on parliamentary 
fast sermons see John F. Wilson, Pulpit in Parliament: Puritanism During the English Civil Wars, 
1640-1648 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), passim.  
20 There were 488 sermons delivered between 1640 and 1653 on days of humiliation and thanksgiving. 
Peter Thomas, “The Impact on Literature,” in The Impact of the English Civil War, ed. John Morrill 
(London: Collins & Brown, 1991), 127; Wilson, Pulpit in Parliament, 148-49. Quote drawn from 
Thomas. 
21 Marshall’s sermon is dated as 1641 on the title page, due to the March new-year calendar. Marshall, 
Meroz Cursed, title page. 
22 Marshall used his emphasis, as common for many seventeenth-century printed sermons, to denote 
where he quoted directly from Scripture. See Marshall, Meroz Cursed, 1; Marshall, Meroz Cvrse, 2; 
Judges 5:23, King James Bible (1611). Emphasis in original. 
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up the call to fight God’s battles would be punished severely. Exhorting parliament to 
respond to the Irish Rebellion of late 1641 was the main aim of Marshall’s sermon 
and this Biblical parable was utilised to validate the war. 
 
A crucial passage from Marshall’s sermon goaded all supporters of parliament to 
commit the most extreme acts of holy war in God’s name. “Cursed is he that doth the 
worke of the Lord negligently, or fraudulently, or deceitfully… Cursed is every one 
that withholds his hands from shedding of bloud”.23 In the Bible, God commanded 
men “to spill and powre out the bloud of women and children, like water in every 
street.” If God’s will was not enacted, He would curse His people.24 With regard to 
Babylon, God ordered that Babylon must be ‘rewarded’ with the same treatment that 
they had served to God’s people. In Lamentations, Babylon, acting against God’s 
people had  
brought their necks [i.e. the Israelites] under persecution … dashed their 
children against the stones. Now saith the Spirit of God, Blessed is the 
man, that thus rewards Babylon, yea, blessed is the man that takes their 
little ones and dashes them against the stones. [Marshall points out] What 
Souldiers heart would not start at this, not only when he is in hot bloud to 
cut downe armed enemies in the field, but afterward deliberately to come 
into a subdued City, and take the little ones upon the speares point, to take 
them by the heeles and beat out their braines against the walles, what 
inhumanity and barbarousnesse would this be thought? Yet if this worke 
be to revenge Gods Church against Babylon, he is a blessed man that 
takes and dashes the little ones against the stones.25   
 
Although the sermon was focused on events in Ireland, it also discussed difficulties 
arising in England between king and parliament. Marshall hinted that many of God’s 
enemies had emerged in 1641.26 These enemies were not only Irish, they were “the 
mighty”, those in power in England, who “do frequently oppose the Lord”. It was the 
Royalists – particularly the king’s evil counsellors – who “engage[ed] against the 
Lord, his Church, and Cause.”27   
 
                                                
23 Marshall, Meroz Cursed, 10. Emphasis in original. 
24 Ibid., 11-12. Emphasis in original. 
25 Ibid. Emphasis in original. 
26 Ibid., 4. 1641 was a momentous year in British and Irish history as the Irish Rebellion broke out and 
tensions boiled over into open hostility between king and parliament. It was these issues, and the 
Bishops’ Wars of 1639-1640 – a crisis of religious identity and conformity that engulfed the British 
Isles – that contributed to the English Civil War. 
27 Ibid., 8. 
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As early as February 1642, the idea of fighting God’s battles and doing so with 
considerable brutality had already gained traction. Indeed, there was a sense that this 
brutality was necessary against God’s enemies. This sermon was delivered to the 
House of Commons, and those who opposed the king would have taken its message 
seriously. It is evident that Marshall was condoning extreme violence, if undertaken 
in God’s name. Marshall further cemented this concept by outlining the just cause of 
war, which was war undertaken for and by God. 28  Marshall propounded that 
“whatsoever is done to them and their cause, good or evill, is done for Gods sake.”29 
Marshall explained that the cause of parliament was just because it defended true 
religion, and that “evill” was permissible if conducted for God.30 
 
Meroz Cursed had significant impact on the unfolding civil war. Symmons, the 
Royalist chaplain, wrote a response to Meroz Cursed in 1644 because Marshall 
delivered the sermon “to awaken mens spirits to the execution” of slaughter.31 
Symmons was angered that Marshall had misappropriated the Scriptures and “simple 
people” (troops) had been “misled” as Marshall’s sermon did “draw them into wayes 
of Bloud and murder”. The sermon was intended to prepare Parliamentarians for 
“cruelty”.32 Meroz Cursed was preached to those who had no aims to go personally 
into Ireland to fight Irish-Catholics. Whereas,  
after its publication, it was sent to Brampton-Bryan-Castle in Hereford-
shire, and to Coventry, and Northampton, and to Namptwitch in Cheshire, 
and to Gloster, and other such places in England; whose inhabitants and 
fighting men, were never intended should be sent into Ireland, to punish 
the Babilonians there.33 
 
                                                
28 Ibid., 16. 
29 Ibid. 
30 An earlier version of Meroz Cursed was delivered at St Sepulchre’s, London. It was printed in 
condensed form, only spanning eight pages, compared to the fifty-four page version delivered to 
parliament. It was condensed for ease of use, “especially [for those] that are not able to buy bigger 
books”, and was certainly aimed to a wider audience. This version of Meroz Cursed repeated the same 
message, albeit in contracted form. Marshall highlighted the issues for parliament: “the Church of God 
in England … hath long been under tyrannicall government, and the Lord we hope, is now at warres 
with them”. God would fight parliament’s opponents and those who had attempted to reform the 
Church of England toward a more traditional liturgy. The section that condoned extreme acts of 
violence in God’s name is, of course, condensed. It merely states that those who “refuse to help the 
Lord not so much out of policy as out of sloth and negligence” were “destroyed” by God. Marshall, 
Meroz Cvrse, title page; 3-4. Emphasis in original. 
31 After reading the sermon, Symmons was motivated by “speciall Providence to set pen to paper”. 
Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface; 54-55. 
32 Ibid., preface; 13. Emphasis in original. 
33 Note Symmons’s reference to Babylonians in Ireland. Ibid., 54-55. Emphasis in original. 
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Marshall reportedly delivered Meroz Cursed over sixty times to the troops across 
England.34 Significantly, as Symmons suggested, the troops who heard the sermon 
were not destined for Ireland, but were stationed in garrisons or marching with armies 
that were arrayed against the Royalists.   
 
The holy war message in Marshall’s sermon was extremely influential. 
Parliamentarian prisoners held at Shrewsbury – those already discussed from the 
Siege of Brampton Bryan – had disclosed their beliefs to Symmons at length: 
they took up Armes against Anti-christ, and Popery; for (said they) ’tis 
prophesied in the Revelation, that the Whore of Babylon shall be 
destroyed with fire and sword, and what doe you know, but this is the 
time of her ruine, and that we are the men that must help to pull her 
downe.35 
 
The prisoners at Shrewsbury admitted that their ministers had preached these 
concepts, warning that the Antichrist was present in England and in the church. The 
troops were led to believe that there were “many professed Papists [that] were in our 
[Royalist] Armies,” who fought “against Christ and Protestant Religion”. The soldiers 
said they were bound by their consciences to fight against the enemies of God. 
Symmons demanded to know their “warrant” to fight against the king, and the 
soldiers replied that it was threefold: commanded by parliament, by example of their 
godly ministers, and through the workings of God’s spirit among the 
Parliamentarians.36 The soldiers even repeated to Symmons the messages within 
Judges 5:23 (“Curse ye Meroz”) and Psalm 137 (“Happy shall he be that taketh and 
dasheth thy little ones against the stones.”). 37  Fast sermons were constructed 
following a specific style as a mnemonic aid, and Marshall’s was therefore easily 
memorable to the soldiers.38 The soldiers had either heard Meroz Cursed delivered by 
Marshall (or maybe another minister), or they had a printed copy of the sermon that 
they could consult. The soldiers said that they “had [it – Marshall’s sermon] at 
                                                
34 Collinson, The Birthpangs of Protestant England, 127; Fletcher, The Outbreak of the English Civil 
War, 344; Sheils, “Provincial Preaching on the Eve of the Civil War,” 301. 
35 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface. Emphasis original. As seen in the previous chapter, 
Priamus Davies – a defender of Brampton Bryan – had noted that he was held prisoner at Shrewsbury. 
Davies may have numbered among the soldiers who spoke to Symmons. “An Account of the Sieges of 
Brampton Castle and the Massacre of Hopton Castle,” 1: 33.   
36 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface. 
37 Symmons relating what the soldiers had told him. Ibid. Marshall actually contracted verses 8 and 9. 
The entire Psalm discusses the ‘evilness’ of Babylon and that it would be rewarded with like evil. 
Quote drawn from King James Bible (1611). 
38 Wilson, Pulpit in Parliament, 139-41. 
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Brampton”. The sermon was readily available, even in the west, as when Symmons 
was in Ludlow “in a Booksellers shop” in July or August 1643, he saw a copy of 
Marshall’s sermon. 39  Marshall’s influence and message reached a garrison – 
Brampton Bryan – that was not under his personal ministration, and certainly reached 
other troops in other armies. On Sunday morning, 10 September 1642, “Mr. Marshall, 
that worthy champion of Christ, preached unto us” – the soldiers in Colonel Holles’s 
regiment.40  Coincidently, Wharton wrote to his master after hearing Marshall’s 
sermon and thanked him for favours he had received. In a bloodthirsty statement, 
Wharton declared he would “wear them [the favours] for your sakes, and I hope I 
shall never staine them but in the blood of a Cavaleere.”41 This statement came 
directly after Wharton had heard Marshall preach; the sermon was in all probability 
Meroz Cursed. The mercenary, Sir James Turner, also observed that ministers were 
driven “in their Sermons to summon Subjects under the pain of eternal damnation, to 
rise in Arms against the Soveraign Power, because they are bidden Curse Meroz, who 
would not come out to help the Lord against the Mighty”.42 Judges 5:23 was clearly 
commonly expounded upon to soldiers.  
 
The breadth of reach of Marshall’s sermon is staggering, and its influence among the 
troops is equally important. Troops in the west thoroughly argued for holy war, 
against a Royalist chaplain’s attempts at their theological ‘correction’, illustrating 
how pervasive the Biblical message of just and holy violence could be to soldiers. 
Meroz Cursed was widely published and regularly delivered in person. Its 
transferability illustrates that the same holy war mindset, usually retained for Irish-
Catholics in this period, applied to the Parliamentarians’ war in England against the 
Royalists. The Biblical injunction against Babylon and its wickedness was also 
repeatedly featured in the pocket bible and catechisms, and displayed upon the 
soldiers’ banners. It was a regularly utilised trope, used to describe the Royalists’ evil 
nature and explained how they should be treated in war. Meroz Cursed was one of the 
first and most vitriolic expressions of holy war against the Royalists in February 
1642. The soldiers were still influenced by its message in 1644, when Symmons 
                                                
39 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface. 
40 Ellis, “Letters From a Subaltern Officer,” 323. 
41 Ibid. 
42 Turner, Pallas Armata, 3. Emphasis in original. 
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questioned them, and as we shall see, they continued to repeat its message at 
massacres.  
 
“[T]hey were kill’d in Rank and File”:43 The Battle of Marston Moor 
Symmons suggested the Parliamentarian ministers encouraged their soldiers to view 
the Royalists as “Papists and doggs”.44 Royalists had also been branded evil and 
“wicked”.45 To be a papist was akin to being evil, a dog, or other such vermin in the 
eyes of some Parliamentarians. 46  The Battle of Marston Moor (2 July 1644) 
demonstrates that these labels were significant to how Royalists were treated in battle. 
A massacre occurred because the Royalists were perceived as the “papist army” of the 
north.47  
 
Marston Moor was the largest battle of the civil war with 46,000 combatants: 18,000 
Royalists, and 28,000 Parliamentarians. The battle resulted in the king losing control 
of the north of England. It was also a catastrophic loss of morale and troops, either 
through death or desertion, for the king.48 The battle involved the Royalist Northern 
Army and Prince Rupert’s Army on the one side; the Scottish Army, the Earl of 
Manchester’s Eastern Association, and Lord Fairfax’s Northern Association, on the 
other.49 One pamphleteer reported that Rupert had “set up a standard for Papists” and 
had “tollerated Priests and Jesuites in his campe”. It was while he marched through 
Lancashire toward York that “hee did much increase it [his army] with the Catholikes 
                                                
43 Lady Margaret Cavendish Duchess of Newcastle, The Life of Thrice Noble, High and Puissant, 
Prince William Cavendish (London, 1667), 49. 
44 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, 31. Emphasis in original. 
45 Symmons, A Militarie Sermon, 12; 15. 
46 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, 31. Emphasis in original. William Beech’s military sermon, dealt 
with below, regularly expressed negative attitudes toward the Royalists and referred to them as 
“vermin”. William Beech, More Sulphure for Basing: Or, God Will Fearfully Annoy and Make Quick 
Riddance of His Implacable Enemies, Surely, Sorely, Suddenly (London, 1645), 10. Oliver Cromwell 
also referred to papist garrisons as “nest[s] of Romanists” (see below), and the general use of the word 
‘nest’, used to describe Royalist strongholds in other sources, also alluded to the idea that they 
contained vermin. The Moderate Intelligencer: Impartially Communicating Martiall Affaires to the 
Kingdome of England [9-16 October] (London, 1645), unpaginated – see entry for 13 October; A Nest 
of Perfidious Vipers, passim. 
47 John Rushworth noted that the Earl of Newcastle had openly stated that his army was comprised of 
northern Catholics. Rushworth, Historical Collections, 5: 43. 
48 The battle was such a resounding defeat that the Earl of Newcastle left for Europe soon after. 
Newcastle, The Life of … William Cavendish, 51-53; Cholmley, The Memoirs and Memorials of Sir 
Hugh Cholmley, 139. This is also referred to by Thomas Juxon, the Parliamentarian soldier. Juxon, The 
Journal of Thomas Juxon, 55. For an analysis of the action and size of both armies, see Young, 
Marston Moor 1644, passim. 
49 Young, Marston Moor 1644, xix; 3. 
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of those parts”.50 Not only were Newcastle’s forces believed to be almost entirely 
Catholic, but Rupert’s Army was thought to be bolstered by more Catholics from the 
north; the Royalist force that met the Parliamentarians that night were thought to be 
papists. 
  
Near the end of the battle, when most of the Royalist horse had fled, Newcastle’s 
infantry of Whitecoats – mainly Catholic gentlemen – had been hemmed into White 
Syke Close. They numbered 4,000 strong (almost a quarter of the Royalist forces) and 
fought almost to the last man.51 Lionel Watson, Parliamentarian scoutmaster-general 
who was present at the battle, recounted that the Parliamentarians and Whitecoats 
“stood at the swords point a pretty while, hacking one another: but at last (it so 
pleased God) he [Oliver Cromwell] brake through them, scattering them before him 
like a little dust”.52 Lady Margaret Cavendish, Newcastle’s wife and biographer, 
wrote the “White-Coats shew’d such an extraordinary Valour and Courage in that 
Action, that they were kill’d in Rank and File”.53 According to Colonel James 
Somerville, they reportedly refused quarter so that “‘every man fell in the same order 
and rank wherein he had fought’”.54 Captain Camby validated the massacre of 
Whitecoats because they “‘would have no quarter, but fought it out till there was not 
thirty of them living’”.55 But ‘would have no quarter’ does not necessarily follow that 
they would not accept quarter. Similar ambiguities exist within reports of Basing 
House (discussed below), whereby the language surrounding the offer of quarter is 
unclear. ‘Would have no quarter’ could have meant they were intentionally not 
                                                
50 Marchamont Nedham, Ruperts Sumpter, and Private Cabinet Rifled (London, 1644), unpaginated. 
This pamphlet was published after the battle in a propagandist attempt to validate the Parliamentarian 
actions. 
51 Young, Marston Moor 1644, 136; C.H. Firth, “Marston Moor,” Transactions of the Royal Historical 
Society, New Series 12 (1898): 55. 
52 Lionel Watson, A More Exact Relation of the Late Battell Neer York; Fought by the English and 
Scotch Forces, Against Prince Rupert and the Marquess of Newcastle (London, 1644), 5-6. “Scattering 
them before him like dust” is derivative of Psalm 68:1 “Let God arise, let his enemies be scattered: let 
them also that hate him, flee before him.” King James Bible (1611). While Fairfax’s soldiers stormed 
the walls of Leeds, Jonathan Schofield, Fairfax’s army chaplain, encouraged them and they “sang the 1 
verse of the 68 Psalm”. “A True Relation of the Passages at Leeds,” 6. This adage was regularly used 
by both sides in the soldiers’ works and sermons.  
53 Newcastle, The Life of … William Cavendish, 49. 
54 James Somerville’s account is found in Young, Marston Moor 1644, 258-63. The quote is drawn 
from page 261. 
55 In all his experience of war, Camby had not met “‘such resolute brave fellows’”. Captain Camby’s 
account in ibid., 137. The thirty remaining Whitecoats were referred to in Newcastle’s work as having 
taken to the sea to become ‘freebooters’. Newcastle, The Life of … William Cavendish, 85; Hardacre, 
The Royalists During the Puritan Revolution, 33. 
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offered quarter.56 Somerville and Camby were both Parliamentarians and would have 
had reason to defend their side’s actions at Marston Moor; these soldiers’ works may 
have been attempts at vindication. Moreover, there were other cases in the civil war 
whereby surrender was forced on those who were refused quarter.57 Nevertheless, 
around 3,000 Royalists were reported dead.58 Yet, the locals responsible for burying 
the bodies conveyed to Simeon Ashe that they had buried over 4,150.59  One 
Parliamentarian soldier, who had personally viewed the bodies, believed that two 
thirds of the men were gentlemen and officers.60 It is possible that these were mainly 
Newcastle’s Whitecoats, as the regiment comprised of the leading Catholic gentlemen 
in the north. 61  Casualties from the battle were buried at White Syke Close, 
presumably where the majority of deaths in battle occurred.62  
 
Negative views of Catholics and Royalists as papists may explain the massacre. One 
pamphleteer retrospectively expounded to their Parliamentarian audience “in their 
Army [was] the cream of all the Papists in England; and in ours … such that had the 
greatest Antipathie to Popery and Tyranny; these equally thirsting the extirpation of 
each other”. Therefore the battle “was most violent”.63 Marston Moor was also 
depicted as “much like the encounters that were in the French war between the Papist 
and the Protestant”, and parliament was therefore validated of any potential 
opprobrium.64 The Biblical extirpation of heretics and evil persons, connected to the 
European wars of religion by this source, explains this massacre. Furthermore, Robert 
Griffin, a Parliamentarian soldier at Marston Moor, clearly articulated what the 
Parliamentarians believed the Royalists to be – “the enemies of Jesus Christ”.65   
                                                
56 Please see the case study of Basing House below, in which the failure to offer quarter, and the 
language surrounding this issue, is discussed. 
57 Donagan, “Atrocity, War Crime, and Treason in the English Civil War,” 1152. 
58 A Relation of the Good Successe of the Parliaments Forces Under the Command of Generall Lesley, 
the Earl of Manchester, and the Lord Fairfax… Sent by Way of Letter From a Captain There Present 
(Cambridge, 1644), unpaginated. 
59 As reported by Ashe, A Continuation of True Intelligence, 7. 
60 Stewart, A Full Relation of the Late Victory Obtained (Through Gods Providence), 10. The numbers 
and ‘quality’ of the men was also repeated in A True Relation of the Late Fight Between the Parliament 
Forces and Prince Rvpert, 5. 
61 P.R. Newman demonstrates that thirty-six per cent of Royalist officers in the Northern Army, ranked 
major and above, were Catholics. Newman, “Catholic Royalists of Northern England,” 89. 
62 Young, Marston Moor 1644, 140. 
63 A True Relation of the Late Fight Between the Parliament Forces and Prince Rvpert, 4. 
64 Ibid., 4; 7. 
65 See Robert Griffin’s letter, included within Lionel Watson’s account. Watson, A More Exact 
Relation of the Late Battell Neer York, 8. 
 143 
 
“[T]hey were most of them professed enemies of God”:66  
Massacre at the Battle of Naseby 
The Battle of Naseby (14 June 1645), one of the last major battles of the First Civil 
War, saw religious violence erupting in the massacre of non-combatant women. On 
the day of battle, the Royalists were routed, and as the Parliamentarians charged after 
those fleeing, the camp-followers in the Royalist baggage train were killed or 
mutilated where they stood. There were at least 500 women in the baggage train that 
day; 100 were killed in the massacre, and “most of the rest [were] marked for 
Whores.”67 The Earl of Clarendon recorded that “The enemy left no manner of 
barbarous cruelty unexercised that day, and in the pursuit killed above one hundred 
women, whereof some were officers’ wives of quality.”68 As the army retreated the 
Parliamentarians were “killing, besides many men, several women of genteeler figure, 
whose coaches were overturned in their hasty flight... the parliament horse galloping 
along … cut and slashed the women.”69 Contemporaries were aware that the women 
who were attacked were of varying social status, as one soldier even identified that all 
ranks of women followed armies.70 Reports of the massacre at Naseby varied from 
                                                
66 Gentleman in Northampton, A More Exact and Perfect Relation of the Great Victory (London, 
1645), 4. 
67 Perfect Occurences of Parliament and Chief Collections of Letters From the Armie [13-20 June] 
(London, 1645), unpaginated. 
68 Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion, 4: 46. 
69 Peter Whalley continued his account that the women were told to “‘remember Cornwall, you 
whores’.” Peter Whalley, The History and Antiquities of Northamptonshire, Compiled From the 
Manuscript Collections of ... John Bridges (Oxford, 1791), 1: 575. It may be that this massacre 
occurred in part because it was retribution for Lostwithiel. Parliamentarian camp-followers were 
violently attacked after the battle – most likely by Cornish locals, but the Cornish troops (and 
Royalists) bore the brunt of the public outcry. Stoyle, West Britons, 75-78. The ethnic backdrop of 
hostilities and the Parliamentarian camp-followers’ experiences at Lostwithiel are also discussed in 
Stoyle, Soldiers and Strangers, 54-55. On Saturday 20 June, the Royalist prisoners from Naseby 
arrived in London to be paraded through the streets in their thousands. The next day they were 
preached to, and £200 was “allotted to provide bread and beer”. Vicars compared this Parliamentarian 
compassion to the terrible “usage of our forces in Arteisticall Cornwall ... [where] very many of them 
stript naked, and enforced to march through water and mudde ... without bread or drink ... some 50 
miles”. John Vicars, Magnalia Dei Anglicana (London, 1646), 173-74. Richard Symonds suggested 
that it was the country people in Cornwall that were responsible for the worst treatment of the 
Parliamentarians. Symonds, Diary of the Marches, 66-67. Essex even wrote to parliament to inform 
them that, before the battle, “‘the country people [were] being violent against us, and if any of our 
scouts or soldiers fall into their hands, they are more bloody than the enemy.’” Essex quoted by Davies, 
“The Parliamentarian Army Under the Earl of Essex,” 44.  
70 Turner, Pallas Armata, 277. Lady Anne, Fairfax’s wife, was captured as a camp-follower when the 
Parliamentarians attempted to flee Bradford. Newcastle returned Lady Anne to her husband the 
following day. Newcastle, The Life of … William Cavendish, 31-33. The Parliamentarians had ridden to 
Bradford after the failure of Adwalton Moor. It was when the horse attempted to break out of Bradford, 
riding for a safer garrison town, that Lady Anne was captured by the Earl of Newcastle’s troops. Lister, 
The Autobiography of Joseph Lister, 21. 
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vague descriptions of “many Women slaine”, to “Harlots”, and “Divers Ladies” 
(meaning women of rank).71 Mark Stoyle has convincingly traced the massacre of 
these women to contemporary views of Irish viragoes. Irish women were believed to 
be Catholic, and there was a string of pamphleteering that reported that the Royalist 
camp-followers were Irish-Catholics. 72  Perhaps the most important description, 
probably that which was held by the soldiers, was that the Royalist women were 
“Irish women, and whores”.73 The most vitriolic account of Naseby is, arguably, 
Vicars’s. The Parliamentarians found that 
Prince Rupert … had brought into the field many Irish women, Inhumane 
Whores … (the wives of the bloody Rebels in Ireland …) to whom our 
soldiers would grant no quarter, about 100 of them were slain on the 
ground, and most of the rest of the whores, and Camp-sluts, that attended 
that wicked Army, were marked in their faces or noses with slashes and 
cuts, and some cut off, just rewards for such wicked strumpets.74 
 
Remarkably, the majority of pamphlets are dispassionate in recounting the massacre. 
One exception was written by “A Gentleman of Northampton”. This pamphlet says: 
“I saw the field so bestrewed with Carcases of Horse and Men, as was most sad to 
behold, because Subjects under one government, but most happy in this, because they 
were most of them professed enemies of God.”75 Importantly, this is the only source 
to report the event with a modicum of sadness; all others describe the massacre and 
mutilation of the camp-followers with glee. Yet one of the reasons they were killed is 
made abundantly clear: “because they were most of them professed enemies of 
God.”76 Marshall delivered a thanksgiving sermon to both houses of parliament on 19 
June, five days after the battle.77 The Parliamentarian soldiers fought at Naseby for 
                                                
71 George Bishop was reportedly “a Gentleman in the Army”. George Bishop, A More Particular and 
Exact Relation of the Victory Obtained by the Parliaments Forces (London, 1645), 2; The Exchange 
Intelligencer [11-18 June] (London, 1645), 33; Perfect Passages of Each Dayes Proceedings in 
Parliament [11-18 June] (London, 1645), 272; Perfect Occurrences, unpaginated. 
72 Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women at Naseby,” 
passim. 
73 Perfect Occurrences, unpaginated. For a discussion of the propagandist pamphleteering and its effect 
on the soldiers, see Stoyle, “The Road to Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women 
at Naseby,” passim. 
74 Vicars, Magnalia Dei Anglicana, 163-64. 
75 Northampton, A More Exact and Perfect Relation of the Great Victory, 3-4. 
76 Ibid., 4. 
77 Stephen Marshall, A Sacred Record to be Made of Gods Mercies to Zion: A Thanksgiving Sermon… 
for the Great and Glorious Victory Obtained by the Parliaments Army … in Naseby-field (London, 
1645), title page; epistle dedicatory. 
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reformation “as once it was in the hand of Zerubbabel.”78 Marshall reflected that, like 
the “Chronicle” of “the Lords wonderfull works” in the Bible, the Parliamentarians 
were “destroying their Enemies”.79 It was ironic, perhaps fair, that the Royalists were 
treated so poorly after Naseby because “the Enemy had lately wrought outragious 
villanies” in the area. So “the Lord should have it so ordered that where they had 
plundred and spoiled, themselves should be plundred and spoiled”.80 This is the same 
concept that Marshall propounded in his Meroz Cursed sermon – do unto God’s 
enemies as they have done unto you, and do such “evill” with divine sanction. 
Marshall’s repeated use of Psalm 137:8-9 is most striking and suggests that the 
women were massacred based on their ‘evilness’ (like Babylonians), and the Biblical 
understanding of retribution. 
 
There are several explanations for the attack on these camp-followers at Naseby. As 
Stoyle suggests, it may be that the women were attacked for contravening gender 
norms by marching with the army, because they were also perceived as witches, or 
because they attempted to defend themselves. Most importantly, they were attacked 
because of the negative portrayal of Royalist camp-followers in the Parliamentarian 
propagandist reports. 81  These reasons, except self-defence, all had religious 
connotations – gender correction and witchcraft were framed by Biblical explanations 
of morality. Propagandist pamphleteers argued for the Parliamentarian cause and 
created a religious ‘other’ of the Royalists, including their camp-followers. Usually 
women were considered protected from violence, except within besieged towns once 
stormed. If the women wielded weapons in an attempt to protect themselves, then 
they may have been excluded from protection on the battlefield. Furthermore, the 
                                                
78 Marshall says that the Parliamentarians must not “make a slight businesse of the Worke of Religion”. 
Ibid., 16-17. Emphasis in original. 
79 Ibid., 22. Praising those who fought at Naseby, Dell noted they had easily put thousands to flight. 
“Through faith, one of them hath chased ten, and ten put an hundred to flight, and an hundred a 
thousand”. Dell, The Building and Glory of the Truely Christian and Spiritual Church, epistle to the 
reader. Emphasis in original. This is Leviticus 26:8 “And fiue of you shal chase an hundred, and an 
hundred of you shall put ten thousand to flight: and your enemies shall fall before you by the sword.” 
King James Bible (1611). 
80 The Royalists had been “murdering of women, of ravishing wives and maidens”. Marshall, A Sacred 
Record to be Made of Gods Mercies to Zion, 29. Emphasis in original. This was reported only days 
before the battle in a newsbook. The Royalists – “like bruit beasts” – had plundered locals and raped 
women in the area. This propagandist piece was used to both inspire rage toward the Royalists and 
validate the massacre of their camp-followers. Perfect Passages, 266. 
81 Stoyle demonstrates that, not only was the facial mutilation a common punishment for prostitutes 
and camp-followers, but it was also reminiscent of the ‘blooding’ of witches. Stoyle, “The Road to 
Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women at Naseby,” 897-98; 922-23. 
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women might not have been well versed in the finer details of surrender. It is possible 
that they begged for ‘mercy’ rather than ‘quarter’, which would allow for their 
execution. Nonetheless, the relish with which this incident was reported suggests that 
the cause (regardless of the validity of the violence in seventeenth-century terms) may 
be also ethnic and religious – two interrelated concepts in the period. If the women 
were viewed as Irish, they were equally Catholic. Additionally, by this stage, Royalist 
was synonymous with Catholic and ‘papist’ – their religious difference was central to 
their negative stereotyping. The women were not all Irish prostitutes – indeed, none of 
them may have been, as most of the ‘Irish’ soldiers in the king’s army were English 
Protestants that had fought in Ireland subduing the rebellion.82 The women in coaches 
were the wives of higher-ranked commanders and they were almost certainly English 
Protestants; the propagandists and soldiers would have understood this. Crucially, a 
Parliamentarian observer noted that the massacre was acceptable because the 
Royalists were “enemies of God”. This statement was aimed at all Royalists, 
irrespective of their confessional or denominational differences.83 
 
“Is not Basing a limb of Babylon?”84 The Siege of Basing House 
The Siege of Basing House (14 October 1645) was the epitome of religious violence 
in the civil war. 85  Basing House belonged to John Paulet, the Marquess of 
Winchester, who was an open Catholic and fiercely loyal to King Charles.86 In May 
1645, the Protestant Colonel Marmaduke Rawdon had been “cast out from being 
Governour of Basing House”.87 Basing House was now “declared a Popish Garison”, 
                                                
82 Stoyle, Soldiers and Strangers, 56-58. 
83 Northampton, A More Exact and Perfect Relation of the Great Victory, 3-4. 
84 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, 21. Emphasis in original. 
85 All pamphlets and newsbooks used for piecing together events at Basing were informed by the 
messengers sent to parliament immediately after the storm. Peters and Colonel Hammond were the 
major informers and they were eyewitnesses to events. The Weekly Account. Containing Certain 
Special and Remarkable Passages From Both Houses of Parliament [8-15 October] (London, 1645), 
unpaginated – see entry for 14 October. Peters arrived at parliament first to deliver his report. The extra 
detail in the newsbooks, compared to Peters’s or Cromwell’s letter (sent with Peters), may have been 
due to Hammond’s slightly later report. Hammond witnessed the massacre from inside the house, 
where he was still held prisoner during the storm. It is also likely that these newsbooks were 
embellished, and therefore have been used with caution, as much of their detail could be questionable. 
86 “By April 1644 the motto ‘Love loyalty’ was engraved on every window pane”. Basing came to be 
known as ‘Loyalty House’. Hutton, “Paulet, John, Fifth Marquess of Winchester.” This is a different 
John Paulet to that who, in Chapter Four, exhorted his troops to flay Puritan ministers. 
87 Since the second siege, the garrison was “mixt, Protestants and Papists”, but growing trust issues led 
to dissention. The Catholics reportedly petitioned the king to remove the Protestants because they felt 
unsafe with Protestants among them and asked if Basing “may consist of persons (both Officers and 
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according to the Parliamentarian pamphleteers, and its new governor was Catholic Sir 
Robert Peake.88  
 
The Parliamentarian soldiers were prepared spiritually for the storm of Basing, as 
William Beech delivered a sermon to the troops.89 Idolaters were warned: “And the 
smoke of their torment shall ascend evermore, and they shall have no rest day or 
night which worship the beast and his image”.90 Those who worshipped idolatrous 
images were devil-worshippers. Because Basing was believed to be a Catholic house, 
and Catholics were known for church ornamentation and idolatrous images, then the 
sermon was fitting for the impending storm. It was the perceived faults of Catholics 
(images and ornaments) that Charles had attempted to reintroduce to the Church of 
England, explaining why Royalists were conflated with Catholics. Despite the 
supposedly all-Catholic composition of the garrison, it is possible that there were 
many Church of England Protestants inside, such as Matthew Griffith.91 Nonetheless, 
Cromwell had reflected “upon that blessed Word of God”, Psalm 115:8.92 Vicars 
paraphrased Psalm 115: “Their gods are the works of mens hands, wood and stone, 
eyes they have and see not, eares and heare not, and hands and handle not”. The 
psalm designates God-sanctioned punishment for idolatry. God’s dictum regarding 
idolaters “was made good in the enemy”, who, once stormed, no longer had the 
strength to hold their weapons and defend themselves, and they “were delivered to the 
                                                                                                                                      
Soldiers) of one Religion”. Although this was reported by a Parliamentarian pamphleteer, the 
Protestants did leave to defend Farringdon. Mercurius Veridicus [10-16 May] (London, 1645), 33-34.  
88 Ibid., 34. 
89 Beech delivered the sermon on 21 September 1645, while the army was camped at Basing House. 
Cromwell reportedly arrived at Basing on 8 October, over a week after the sermon was delivered. The 
sermon was printed on 26 September, only five days after it was delivered. It was probably printed so 
that it could be distributed to the troops, maybe even Cromwell’s soldiers. Beech may well have 
delivered the sermon again, possibly several times in the lead up to the storm. Beech only served in the 
Parliamentarian army for this engagement (he was asked to join the army by a member of the 
Hampshire Committee). Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 40; 44. Objections might be raised 
that Beech was not typical of all Parliamentarian army chaplains, but there is evidence that men such as 
Marshall, John Sedgwick, Peters, and Ashe encouraged the soldiers to view the civil war as a just and 
holy war in the same manner as Beech’s sermonising. 
90 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, title page. Emphasis in original. This is Revelation 14:11, King 
James Bible (1611). 
91 Matthew Griffith was a Church of England clergyman, rector of St Mary Magdalene’s, Old Fish 
Street London. Griffith was invited to preach at St Paul’s on 2 October 1642. Griffith condemned those 
who opposed the king and was arrested and imprisoned in London, but managed to escape to Oxford. 
The king made him DD and he became a royal chaplain. See Tai Liu, “Griffith, Matthew (b. in or 
before 1599, d. 1665),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2008). 
92 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 5. Vicars also noted that 
Cromwell chose to meditate on Psalm 115. Vicars, Magnalia Dei Anglicana, 291.  
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mercy of our souldiers.”93 Peters, present at the storm, agreed that the psalm’s lesson 
“was now accomplished.”94 Although we do not know whether Peters also preached 
to the troops, it is likely that he helped to prepare his charges.95   
 
The garrison at Basing House was attacked because it was viewed as an enemy of 
God. Beech reminded soldiers “they are the enemies of God, that hate the Church and 
people of God”, and they “shall surely perish”.96 The garrison was compared to 
“Babilon”, which may have sparked the connection for soldiers between Beech’s and 
Marshall’s sermons.97 Major Thomas Harrison shot a Royalist officer during the 
storm. Harrison yelled “‘cursed be he that doeth the Lords work negligently!’”98 Not 
only did Beech’s sermon seem to have an effect on the men, but clearly the concepts 
within Marshall’s Meroz Cursed had taken root, as this was one of the sermon’s main 
messages. Beech also extolled the soldiers to “Do unto them as unto the Midianites” 
because 
it will certainly go ill with them... Let this be terrour and astonishment to 
them … let their joynts loosen for feare, and their knees smite together for 
horror, for as the true God is in Heaven they shall perish, I say unlesse 
they repent, they shall assuredly perish, and come to a fearfull end. Tell 
them from the holy Ghost, from the word of truth, that their destruction 
shall be terrible, it shall be timely, it shall be totall … they shall be all 
dispersed and destroyed.99   
 
Beech repeated the often-mentioned destruction of ungodly Babylon. “When God is 
moved and incensed against a people, he commands an utter extirpation of them” and 
                                                
93 Verses 4-8: “Their idoles are siluer and gold: the worke of mens hands… eies haue they, but they see 
not. They haue eares, but they heare not… they haue hands, but they handle not… They that make 
them are like vnto them”. King James Bible (1611). They could not hold their weapons because they 
were made “like vnto them”, meaning they had become like their idols. Vicars, Magnalia Dei 
Anglicana, 291. Emphasis in original. 
94 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 5. Vicars, Magnalia Dei 
Anglicana, 291. 
95 At the Siege of Bridgwater, Peters (with Edward Bowles) preached to the troops before the storm. 
Peters specifically “addressed an additional warlike exhortation to the forlorn hope” responsible for 
leading the storm. His words “‘took great place in their hearts.’” Peters quoted by Gentles, The New 
Model Army, 69. 
96 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, 3. Emphasis in original. 
97 Ibid., 1-3; 11. 
98 Harrison quoted by Carpenter, Military Leadership in the British Civil Wars, 18. It was during the 
mopping up actions in the west that Baxter had stood next to Major Harrison and “heard him with a 
loud Voice break forth into the Praises of God with fluent Expressions, as if he had been in a Rapture.” 
Baxter, Reliquiae Baxterianae, 54.  
99 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, 14-15. Emphasis in original. 
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the “precept” being when the “children of Beliall had drawn” others “to Idolatry”.100 
Beech even asked the soldiers: “Is not Basing a limb of Babylon?”101 
 
The sermon called for “more Sulphar for Basing” for Biblical and practical purposes. 
“David well knew, and had said, that burning coales would fall upon the wicked, and 
that they should be cast into the fire, and into the deepe pits that they rise not 
again”.102 Historically and Biblically, fire was important to cleanse those who were 
wicked, so in the heat of the siege it would be acceptable to fire the house and burn 
those inside.103 Most of the pamphlets suggest that Basing caught fire early in the 
siege, just before or during the storm.104 The fire burned for twenty hours while some 
defenders cowered in the vaults below the house, trapped while Basing burned to the 
ground (see Figure 15).105 Peters noted “we heard divers crying in valts for quarter, 
but our men could neither come to them, nor they to us”, and presumably many 
burned to death.106 In reformed-Protestant eyes, those within Basing were Catholics 
and therefore may have deserved their fate in the fire.   
 
                                                
100 Ibid., 15. Emphasis in original. 
101 Ibid., 21. Emphasis in original. 
102 Ibid., 3. Emphasis in original. 
103 Beech compared the Welsh, Cornish, and Irish people to famous ‘evil’ peoples who opposed the 
Israelites in the Bible. The Celtic groups of the British Isles were referred to: “O Brethren! How have 
all these vermin (amongst them) spoiled a fruitfull Land? and made the Land dark with them? have not 
their swords (touched with the magnetique stone of inhumanity to draw blood) made many a wife a 
Widdow? many a poore child, fatherless? many a woman, childlesse? Nay in conclusion, have they not 
utterly ruin’d families? Cities? Towns? Houses? Have not their confederacy, burnt, spoild, wasted; 
Cities? Villages? Houses?” Ibid., 10. Although the passage quoted here was mainly levelled at the Irish 
rebels, Beech outlined the evil, barbaric nature of Celtic peoples in the preceding passage. This appears 
to have been done to link them to the ‘bloody Irish’. 
104 The Moderate Intelligencer, unpaginated – see entry for 14 October; Perfect Passages of Each 
Dayes Proceedings in Parliament [8-15 October] (London, 1645), 407; Peters, The Full and Last 
Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 3. 
105 Perfect Passages, 408; The Scotish (sic) Dove Sent Out, and Returning; Brings Intelligence From 
the Armies [10-16 October] (London, 1645), 820. 
106 Peters implies that those who were trapped were not saved. Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All 
Things Concerning Basing, 3; Perfect Passages, 408. There is confusion about this component of the 
storm. There were suggestions that those within the vaults waited until the plundering had finished and 
then surrendered to mercy as they “enjoyed the happinesse to see the light of the Day againe”. The 
Kingdomes Weekly Post; Faithfully Communicating the Affaires of the Armies to the Kingdome [15 
October] (London, 1645), 12; Mercurius Britanicus, Communicating the Affaires of Great Britaine 
[13-20 October] (London, 1645), 903. But, Peters’s correspondence can be considered the more 
reliable since he was present at Basing. 
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Figure 15: The cellar at Basing House. Photo by M. Astley-Boden (2013). 
 
 
Figure 16: Demolished lower floor of the Old House. Photo by M. Astley-Boden 
(2013). 
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The Parliamentarians had around 6,000 to 7,000 men for the siege.107 There are 
conflicting reports of how many were present within Basing House, ranging from 300 
to 1,000 people; whatever the case, the defenders of Basing would have been vastly 
outnumbered once the Parliamentarian soldiers began to pour in through the 
breech.108 Peters reported to parliament that the governor had reassured him that there 
were only 300 “fighting men” in the house, but Peters believed it was more likely 
500.109 As Peters was present, his estimate may be closer to the garrison’s full size.110   
 
Several instances at Basing may have caused the defenders’ harsh treatment. On 
Saturday 11 October, a party from within Basing sallied out and captured Colonel 
Hammond and Major King to gain leverage for concluding terms.111 Cromwell 
reportedly warned “if any vvrong or violence were offered those men, the best in the 
house should not expect quarter.” 112  The Catholic priests within Basing also 
reportedly “perswade[d] the Defendants to persevere in their obstinancie”.113 The 
perverse ‘evilness’ of Catholics was clearly set out by the reports of the siege as it 
was suggested they would hold out longer because of their nature.114 Cromwell sent 
one last summons to surrender on Saturday night, 11 October. He described the 
defenders as “a nest of Romanists” who “must look for no mercy, if they stood out to 
the utmost period”. Otherwise “all the severity that in a just way of arms” would be 
                                                
107 The Moderate Intelligencer, unpaginated – see entry for 13 October. 
108 Mercurius Civicus provided the lowest estimate of 300 within the house, but this probably only 
referred to the garrison of fighting men. Mercurius Civicus. Londons Intelligencer [9-16 October] 
(London, 1645), 1201 (misnumbered and should read ‘1101’). The Moderate Intelligencer provided the 
highest number: “The Enemy within is counted 800 Foot, and 200 Horse.” The Moderate Intelligencer, 
unpaginated – see entry for 11 October. 
109 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 2; 4. 
110 Peters’s may be suggesting that there were 500 fighting men, without providing detail of the non-
combatants; a perennial issue with civil war sources, because non-combatants were often seen as 
inconsequential.  
111 The Moderate Intelligencer, unpaginated – see entry for 13 October. The capturing of Hammond 
and King is repeated in seven pamphlets in varying detail, including The Moderate Intelligencer. See 
The Kingdomes Weekly Post, 6; Perfect Passages, 406; Mercurius Civicus, 1201 (misnumbered and 
should read ‘1101’); The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. The two pamphlets that deal with the episode in 
greater detail are The City-Scout, Communicating the Affaires of the Armie, to the City and Kingdome 
[7-14 October] (London, 1645), 7-8; The Weekly Account, unpaginated – see entry for 13 October. 
112 The Weekly Account, unpaginated – see entry for 13 October. A similar statement was repeated – if 
the men were not treated well “he would not give any quarter to any in the house whatsoever” – within 
The Kingdomes Weekly Post, 6. Hammond and King were actually treated well by those within Basing, 
but the implications of capturing the men (angering the troops and commander), were real and 
concerning. Hammond and King were taken “prisoners into Bazing house. But to speake truth used 
them well; for they have not neither stript nor plundered them, no not so much as took their rings from 
their fingers”. The City-Scout, 8. 
113 The Kingdomes Weekly Post, 2. 
114 The City-Scout, 7. 
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enacted.115 The summons were refused.116 The defenders reportedly “did hang out 
four black flags of Defiance”.117 These actions “so much the more engaged our 
souldiers to assault them, and enraged them with indignation”.118 When the storm 
began on Tuesday morning at dawn, Cromwell’s “men fell on with great Resolution 
and cheerfulnesse”; they went “resolutely” to be the first to storm.119 The siege 
mentality of besiegers is clear here. The Parliamentarians were so outraged that the 
defenders were standing out till the last, that they stormed the house with apparent 
excitement. The two houses – the original castle (the Old House) and the newer Tudor 
mansion – were taken “without any considerable losse to our selves”.120 It was “a hot 
and furious fight on both sides” and the besieged fought fiercely.121 “[T]hey [the 
Royalists] fared the worse for it”, hinting at the violence that was to occur.122 The 
defenders “(to give them their due) fought lustily and resolutely”.123 Several sources 
                                                
115 The Moderate Intelligencer, unpaginated – see entry for 13 October. Emphasis in original. 
116 Twenty prisoners, except Colonel Hammond and Major King, were sent out on Monday 13 October 
to the Parliamentarians. The besieged “by our men [the prisoners] sent us word, that they scorned to 
yeeld, and that they would fight it out to the last man.” Perfect Passages, 407; The Kingdomes Weekly 
Post, 8; A Continvation of Certaine Speciall an (sic) Remarkable Passages Informed to the Parliament 
[10-17 October] (London, 1645), 4-5; The Weekly Account, unpaginated – see entry for 14 October.  
117 Perfect Passages, 407. On military banners and in heraldry “Blacke Signifieth Wisedome & 
Sobrietie”. See Bodl., Rawlinson MS B 48, f. 33. Further expanded it also meant “together with a 
sincere correccon of too much Ambition”. BL., Additional MS 14308, f. 36v. The colour black may 
have had more sinister connotations in this instance, as it was also commonly considered the colour of 
all that was evil and wicked. Olderr, Symbolism: A Comprehensive Dictionary, 12. Confusingly, 
another report says that these flags were hung out of the Old House while the Parliamentarians were 
storming the New House – something that occurred on the Tuesday, rather than the Saturday when the 
summons were sent. Mercurius Civicus, 1096. 
118 The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. 
119 Oliver Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells Letter to the Honorable, William Lenthall Esq, 
Speaker of the House of Commons; Of the Storming and Taking Basing-House (London, 1645), 3; 
Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 1; A Continvation of Certaine 
Speciall an (sic) Remarkable Passages, 4. Mercurius Britanicus also notes that the men went on with 
“resolution and dexterity”, mimicking the words of Cromwell in his letter to parliament. Mercurius 
Britanicus, 902. 
120 Peters described that this “ould house had stood as it is reported 2. or 300 yeares, a nest of Idolatrie” 
but “the new house surpassing that in beauty”. Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things 
Concerning Basing, 2. Cromwell described the troops’ movements when storming the garrison. 
Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells Letter, 3-4. Several pamphlets confirm that the storm began 
from both sides of Basing House, both the new and old sections, but the New House was gained first. 
Perfect Passages, 407; Mercurius Civicus, 1096; The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. Like the different reports 
on numbers killed or taken prisoner, there is a slight discrepancy between reports of the numbers of 
Parliamentarian soldiers killed. Cromwell merely said “without any considerable losse” and Peters 
does not mention how many Parliamentarians were killed. Another pamphlet is also obscure; Perfect 
Passages merely said “We had some mean (sic) slaine.” Perfect Passages, 408. The first pamphlet that 
is most detailed recorded “we lost not above ten men”, and only thirty were wounded. The Scotish (sic) 
Dove, 821.  
121 A Continvation of Certaine Speciall an (sic) Remarkable Passages, 4. 
122 Perfect Passages, 408.  No quarter was reportedly given to the defenders in the New House. 
Mercurius Civicus, 1096. 
123 The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. 
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note that the defenders called for quarter, but disagree as to whether it was 
received.124 Cromwell himself said when they stormed “the enemy cried out for a 
parley, but our guns played so thick, that we could not heare them, but continued 
storming till we had taken all.”125 How could Cromwell have known that they called 
for quarter, if he “could not heare them”? It is more likely that the Parliamentarians 
would not hear the cries for quarter. The Scotish (sic) Dove adds that their calls were 
“not heard, or not trusted, [and] were not answered”.126   
 
Also adding to the besiegers’ siege mentality was the constant background knowledge 
that the defenders were Catholic. On 24 October 1644, parliament ordered “no 
Quarter shall be given hereafter to any Irishman, nor to any Papist whatsoever born in 
Ireland” found bearing arms.127 The ordinance only ruled that Irish-Catholics would 
be immediately executed, not English-Catholics such as those in Basing. But, as was 
common (seen at Naseby, for example), ‘Irish’ was conflated with ‘Catholic’ and it 
may be that the Parliamentarian soldiers similarly conflated Irish-Catholics and 
English-Catholics. Given that ‘heretics’ were also outside of the usual rules of war, 
and Royalists were viewed as religious deviants, it is also possible that any manner of 
violent act toward them was acceptable. This is certainly the case if we consider the 
glee with which the massacre of 100 ‘Irish-Catholic’ women at Naseby was reported. 
Validating the refusal of quarter, one newsbook told its readers: “you must remember 
what they were, they were most of them Papists; therefore our Musquets and our 
sword; did show but little compassion”. The soldiers even “cryed out, Downe with the 
Papists, Downe with the Papists”.128 The battle cry makes it clear, not only were the 
defenders being massacred for holding out, but the fury was made ever more brutal 
because of their perceived religious persuasion. The soldiers stormed Basing with 
violent abandon, akin to the Biblical sackings of towns.  
 
                                                
124 Cromwell said, once they had entered the New House, “whereupon, they Summoned a Parley, 
which our men would not hear”. Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells Letter, 4. Other sources that 
repeat this are: Mercurius Britanicus, 902; Perfect Passages, 407. 
125 Cromwell’s words are repeated by Perfect Passages, 407. 
126 The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. 
127 Journal of the House of Lords, 24 October 1644, 7: 32-34. 
128 The Kingdomes Weekly Post, 1; 8. Emphasis in original. Another battle cry was “Fall on, fall on, all 
is our owne.” Mercurius Civicus, 1096. 
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Ronald Hutton suggests that the garrison only numbered 300, after the Protestants 
were expelled, and the casualties were between one and two hundred.129 Cromwell 
simply stated that “many of the Enemy our men put to the Sword, and some Officers 
of quality” were killed too.130 Peters was more detailed with his provision of numbers 
to parliament, albeit still somewhat confused. “In the severall rooms, and about the 
house, there were slaine, in view 74.” Yet, “We know not how to give a just account 
of all that was within, for we have not 200 Prisoners and it may be 100. slaine, whose 
bodies some being covered with rubbish, came not to our view”.131 In total Peters 
accounted for 300 people (200 prisoners and 100 dead), but he believed that there 
were 500 people within Basing. There were some 200 people unaccounted for, and it 
may be that those trapped within the burning house were the remaining 200. This 
would raise the possible total of casualties to 300.132 If it were indeed 300 combatants 
and non-combatants who were killed, than over half the defenders had been 
slaughtered.133 Non-combatants, such as the daughter of Matthew Griffith, were 
killed. Griffith’s daughter died defending her father, who the soldiers “did remember 
him his former malignancy” (preaching against rebellion in London).134 At least “Sixe 
                                                
129 Hutton, “Paulet, John, Fifth Marquess of Winchester”. 
130 Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells Letter, 5. 
131 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 3. Another pamphlet repeats 
the number of 74, obviously influenced by Peters’s lowest figure. But, it does recognise that there were 
“about 74 [my emphasis]” killed. A Perfect Diurnall of Some Passages in Parliament: And From Other 
Parts of This Kingdome [13-20 October] (London, 1645), 924. 
132 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 4. 
133 The more exaggerated accounts place the numbers dead in excess of 500 people. This would be a 
wholesale slaughter, if truly the case. For example, “there were few of them left who were not put to 
the sword”. This would mean the entire house was slaughtered, which is unlikely seeing as Winchester 
and other Catholics were imprisoned in London. The Kingdomes Weekly Post, 1; 8. Some of those 
within Basing House may have managed to escape. Cromwell reported to parliament that, aside from 
those dead, “most of the rest we have Prisoners [my emphasis]”, meaning some may have got away. 
Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells Letter, 5. 
134 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 2. This is contradicted by The 
Moderate Intelligencer that reported Griffith only had two daughters and neither were injured even 
though they tried to stop the soldiers “killing their friend”. The Moderate Intelligencer, unpaginated – 
see entry for 15 October. The idea that Dr Griffith’s daughters were not harmed is also reflected in 
Mercurius Civicus: “his three handsome Daughters” were listed as prisoners. Mercurius Civicus, 1202 
(misnumbered and should read ‘1101’). Interestingly, Mercurius Britanicus said that “two of the 
Doctors daughters” were taken prisoner, which would suggest that the third was indeed killed by the 
Parliamentarians. Mercurius Britanicus, 903. This is also repeated in A Continvation of Certaine 
Speciall an (sic) Remarkable Passages, 8. A Perfect Diurnall was clearer: “onely one woman [killed], 
the daughter of Dr. Griffith”. A Perfect Diurnall, 924. John Vicars’s work is another example of 
confusion and perhaps inaccuracy in the reporting of Basing. According to Vicars, the dead included 
“onely one woman, who fell a railing upon our souldiers at their entrance, calling them Roundheads, 
and Rebels to the King; whereupon one of our souldiers cut her on the head”, but this woman was not 
noted as Dr Griffith’s daughter and the story had morphed into something more complex. Vicars, 
Magnalia Dei Anglicana, 291. That Vicars attributed her death to her swearing at the Parliamentarian 
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Romane Priests, and many Jesuites [were] slain”.135 “Major Cussle” was killed 
because he was “a notorious Papist”.136 And four more priests were captured and 
reserved for the gallows, to be hanged in London.137 Reporting after the event, many 
newsbooks emphasised the Catholic composition of the garrison – regularly equating 
Catholicism with ‘evilness’ – thus deserving of its fate.138 Basing was “a nest of the 
vilest vermin in all the Kingdome”.139 It was “that Den of Thieves”.140 And especially 
it was that “great Whore, the mysticall Babel” a “habitation of Devils”. It should be 
praised that the “habitation of devillish men, the sinke of English abomination” was 
taken where there were “a good many Priests, and agents of the Devill and Pope”.141 
The massacre of those within Basing was viewed as acceptable, indeed, as a 
blessing.142  
 
Conclusion 
Parliamentarian ministers played a vital role in encouraging the troops to fight a war 
guided by Biblical precedent and stoked by religious difference. The Parliamentarian 
soldiers at Shrewsbury conceded that their ministers had been “leading, encouraging, 
and stirring them up thereunto.”143 Beech’s sermon condoned that soldiers commit 
violence, akin to the Biblical sacking of Babylon, because “A lawfull cause makes the 
action lawfull and warrantable.”144 Soldiers were told they “have a Patterne to 
                                                                                                                                      
soldiers, using demonising labels, mirrors events at Birmingham and Hopton. But it is most likely that 
Peters’s account is closest to events. 
135 Mercurius Britanicus, 903. Emphasis in original. This is repeated by Vicars, Magnalia Dei 
Anglicana, 291; Mercurius Civicus, 1202 (misnumbered and should be ‘1102’). The Kingdomes 
Weekly Post suggested that Jesuit/Catholic priests were not taken prisoner because they were “too 
cunning” for that. The Kingdomes Weekly Post; Faithfully Communicating the Affaires of the Armies to 
the Kingdome [21 October] (London, 1645), 12. 
136 Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 2. Emphasis in original. 
137 Vicars, Magnalia Dei Anglicana, 291. 
138 A Looking-Glasse for the Popish Garrisons: Held Forth in the Life and Death of Basing. House 
(London, 1645), 2. Before the storm began, a Catholic woman “at Masse” was killed by cannon shot. 
The Weekly Account, unpaginated; The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. Peters reported that the soldiers found 
“Popish bookes many, with Copies [copes?] and such utensils”, including “Many Crucifixes, Popish 
pictures, and Books”. Peters, The Full and Last Relation of All Things Concerning Basing, 2. Peters’s 
words are almost exactly replicated in A Perfect Diurnall, 924; Mercurius Britanicus, 903.  
139 Perfect Passages, 408. One noted “the Nest is now pulled downe, and the Denne is committed to the 
mercy of the fire”. A Looking-Glasse for the Popish Garrisons, 2. 
140 Mercurius Britanicus, 902. 
141 The Scotish (sic) Dove, 820. Emphasis in original. 
142 Cromwell gave thanks to God in his letter to parliament. Cromwell, Lieut: Generall Cromwells 
Letter, 1; 8. Parliament also ordered that a day of thanksgiving was conducted on the following 
Sunday. A Continvation of Certaine Speciall an (sic) Remarkable Passages, 5; A Perfect Diurnall, 924.  
143 The Shrewsbury prisoners’ statement, as outlined by Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, preface. 
Emphasis in original. 
144 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, 26-27. 
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warrant us” because God was “a Man of Warre”. The soldiers must “fight the Lords 
battells” and “Take these Breviaries … by way of militarie instruction.”145 Although 
there are few remaining military sermons, Beech’s sermon contains important 
similarities with Marshall’s Meroz Cursed. They paint the Royalists as enemies of 
God that deserved extirpation for their varying levels of ‘evilness’ – from their refusal 
to reform the church, to their perceived Catholicism. There was also a fluidity with 
which the army chaplains moved about the regiments of the Parliamentarian armies, 
which has ramifications for how we view military sermons. Although there are very 
few extant sermons, usually delivered to one regiment at one time, it is no stretch to 
suggest that the same sermon, and, indeed, influential minsters such as Marshall, 
reached other regiments.  
 
The ministers, in condoning violence and explaining it with Biblical precedent, may 
have removed some individuals’ caution when facing their neighbours in war. 
Symmons believed that by convincing their soldiers that the Royalists were enemies 
of God, the Parliamentarian ministers urged that there “are no transgressions, but acts 
of Religion, and zeale” (even reportedly telling the soldiers they were told not to “give 
Quarter to any of the Kings side”).146 The ministers had a reputation for preaching 
“incitations to blood and rebellion”. 147  Ian Roy cogently argues: “Parliament’s 
religious leaders had no doubts in urging their supporters to extreme measures.”148 
Additionally, there is a sense from all of the massacres in question that the soldiers 
were absolved of their actions because they fought to defend ‘the true Protestant 
religion’. It was lawful to “defend true Religion” and this gave the Parliamentarians 
warrant “to lay siege to any house, citie, towne, or hold that is possessed by 
enemies”.149 
 
                                                
145 Ibid., 25; 29. Emphasis in original. 
146 Symmons, Scripture Vindicated, 32; 56. Emphasis in original.  
147 Lionel Gatford, preaching to the Cornish Royalists in January 1646, noted that parliament 
“permitted them [their ministers] to preach, pray, and otherwise to publish and propagate” heresy. In 
particular, Cornelius Burgess and Marshall had gained such notoriety that they featured prominently in 
Gatford’s sermon. Bodl., Clarendon MS 25 1932, f. 62v. 
148 Roy suggested that Marshall’s sermon was particularly genocidal, although mainly noting the 
sermon’s importance to English armies travelling into Ireland. Roy, “Royalist Reputations: The 
Cavalier Ideal and the Reality,” 98. To Roy, the Parliamentarian ministers contrast markedly to the 
Royalist army chaplains. 
149 Beech, More Sulphure for Basing, 26-27. 
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Royalists placed the onus on the Parliamentarian chaplains in these instances, but the 
soldiers also played a part in these massacres. It is possible that they were driven by 
group or siege mentality, blood lust, and the raft of potential causes of these 
individual events – including gender correction, the failure of opponents to surrender, 
and siege conditions. But perhaps the most stirring reason to forget all mercy toward 
the opposition was the defence of religion, and viewing the opposing side through the 
lens of religious difference. Meroz Cursed identified these concepts and expressed 
them to soldiers. The troops seemed to accept Marshall’s interpretation of just and 
holy war; those at Brampton Bryan, and Major Harrison at Basing are exemplary of 
the efficacy of Marshall’s exhortation. Like Symmons’s Militarie Sermon, which 
contained caveats to mitigate some but certainly not all excesses, Beech reminded the 
soldiers not to commit rapine or do anything wicked. Yet the soldiers can be forgiven 
for any confusion as to the extent of violence permitted. The majority of the sermon 
validated extreme violence, akin to the Biblical extirpation of Meroz and Babylon. It 
even told soldiers to treat them, the Royalists, as Babylon. And, returning to 
Marshall’s sermon, it was “a blessed man that takes and dashes the little ones [of 
Babylon] against the stones.”150 
 
Fighting against God’s enemies validated extreme violence. Robert Kirle, the 
Parliamentarian turncoat, believed that the soldiers would plunder and “call it Gods 
providence”; the Parliamentarians used religion as an excuse for bad behaviour.151 
God’s perceived support of the Parliamentarians expunged any accusations of 
extreme violence that could be levelled at the soldiers. William Dell preached to the 
soldiers that “our enemies have perished (not by our valour, and weapons, and 
strength) but at the rebuke of his [God’s] countenance.”152 Ian Gentles also notes that 
it was the army chaplains who “greatly strengthened the conviction that the army was 
an almost passive instrument in the hands of the Almighty.”153 It was God who 
extirpated the Royalists, through the tool of the Parliamentarian army. The validity of 
                                                
150 The caveat was provided in merely a few lines, compared to the tens of pages that urged soldiers to 
treat Basing as Babylon. See Ibid., 31. See also Marshall, Meroz Cursed, 11-12. Emphasis in original. 
151 Kirle, A Coppy of a Letter, 3. 
152 By 1646, the Parliamentarians’ success in war was described by Dell as “the Lords own doing … it 
was not our own sword or bowe, but the Lords right hand” that won the war. Dell, The Building and 
Glory of the Truely Christian and Spiritual Church, epistle. 
153 Gentles, The New Model Army, 94. 
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war and the responsibility for the extreme violence lay with God because the war was 
fought for Him.  
 
However, according to Laurence, “[i]t was in neither side’s interests to advocate 
wholesale slaughter of the enemy.” The civil war involved spiritual and spatial 
cousins, and the reports of massacres and atrocities from Europe did much to curb 
ministers’ holy war urgings and soldiers’ subsequent actions. Furthermore, Laurence 
points to evidence that there was moderation within military sermons, quoting 
Symmons’s sermon to the Royalist troops.154 Holy war rhetoric existed but “this 
clarion call was not heeded when the enemy were fellow Protestant Englishman.”155 
There is little evidence of restraint – the ‘clarion call’ was certainly taken up at 
Marston, Naseby, and Basing – and victims of the massacres were Protestants, or at 
least not entirely Catholic. In contrast, Donagan summarises that “the violence of the 
language of sermons and pamphlets rules out any claims to conceptual moderation as 
a defining parliamentary characteristic.”156 From 1642, the soldiers were encouraged 
to reflect holy war attitudes. Importantly, Donagan suggests godliness and disorder 
were not incompatible in the Parliamentarian armies. The godly Parliamentarians 
were not immune to bad behaviour.157 Diane Purkiss explains that, in the case of 
Wharton’s duality in behaviour – a love of plundering and godly sermons – “[t]he 
contradiction is resolved when it emerges that the sermons were, in fact, exhortations 
to holy war.”158 Crucially, religiosity (godliness) and extreme violence were not 
mutually exclusive. It was possible, indeed necessary, to be godly at the same time as 
inflicting religious violence on the opposing side. In order to fight God’s enemies, and 
for this idea to have any resonance with the troops, the soldiers were required to be 
godly and hold similarly grave concerns for the defence of ‘the true Protestant 
religion’.  
                                                
154 Laurence, “Did the Nature of the Enemy Make a Difference? Chaplains in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms,” 100-01. 
155 Ibid. 
156 Donagan describes the Parliamentarian cause in a discussion of Royalism in the civil war. Donagan, 
“Varieties of Royalism,” 84. 
157 Donagan, "Did Ministers Matter? War and Religion in England,” 154-55. 
158 Purkiss, The English Civil War, 187. 
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Conclusion 
 
This thesis has charted the expression of religious violence in the First Civil War – 
from the initial holy war statements made by the high command in 1642, to the 
soldiers’ and chaplains’ articulations throughout the war, and the effect that this 
attitude had on the style of warfare. The use of the Biblical precedent for holy war 
during the civil war had its genesis; it was first theorised in the military manuals used 
by commanders and soldiers. The theological underpinnings for war were then 
presented in the soldiers’ pocket bibles, catechisms, and Royalist prayer books, and 
these were disseminated to the troops. There was a concerted effort by the high 
command to instil holy war in the troops. Both sides were clearly concerned to 
possess Christian armies, with Christian soldiers marching into battle in defence of 
their view of ‘the true Protestant religion’. It was through this behaviour that God 
would surely validate and support their cause. Returning to Christopher Hill’s 
statement, perhaps it is tautologous to thoroughly examine religion in the civil war, as 
these armies were, after all, fighting in the seventeenth century.1 However, the role of 
religion within the armies and its effect on the violence remains an underrepresented 
aspect of the civil war. When historians do recognise that religion shaped the conflict, 
they tend to suggest that it motivated the Parliamentarians alone: this thesis has 
offered a corrective view.  
 
Nehemiah Wharton’s letters illustrate that this soldier expressed religious war 
language from the outset, only four days after the standard was raised. Had he already 
garnered these ideas from military manuals, pocket bibles, catechisms, or ministers’ 
sermons? Or was this soldier’s conception of his cause based on his own prior 
understanding of the Bible? This is a problem that may never be solved, but, if 
religious war was a common understanding before the civil war broke out, this speaks 
to the atmosphere of religiosity, the ubiquitousness of these principles, and thus their 
currency. Wharton was not a lone ‘zealot’; religious war permeated both sides. The 
military banners were visual statements of allegiance and intentions, and they typified 
what it meant to fight for either side. The banners especially depicted a religious 
‘other’ and suggested how they should be treated in war, with some decidedly graphic 
                                                
1 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, 34. 
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images of violence. The soldiers’ own reflections on the godliness of their mission, 
and their negative view of the opposing side (based on religious difference), are 
equally illuminating of how the war was perceived from within the armies. 
 
Several themes converge on the figure of Thomas Palmer, a pre-civil war minister 
who became a captain of a troop of horse in the Parliamentarian army, and was later 
commissioned as an army chaplain in 1644.2 At the Parliamentarian garrison of 
Nottingham, while serving as a captain, Palmer received some Royalist prisoners in 
the castle yard. According to Lucy Hutchinson, Palmer and a minister “walk’d up and 
downe the Castle yard insulting over and beating the poor prisoners as they were 
brought up”. One Royalist captain was killed and five others were injured in the 
ordeal, and those injured were brought to Hutchinson for medical attention. Captain 
Palmer “told her” that “his soule abhorr’d to see this [her] favour to the enemies of 
God”. She answered that “she thought [it] was her duty” to tend the men.3 This once 
minister, now captain, encouraged and participated in violent treatment of the 
opposing side – those he viewed as “the enemies of God”. Crucially, Palmer resigned 
as captain to become an army chaplain. His actions at Nottingham suggest his attitude 
toward the opposing side and that he may have exhorted his regimental charges to 
inflict much the same violence upon Royalists. But, there is also evidence that 
violence toward enemies of God was an individualistic matter; Lucy Hutchinson did 
not condone this treatment of prisoners, and not all combatants and non-combatants 
would have been inclined to religiously-inspired hate and holy war. At the very least, 
many may have drawn a line at certain types of violence, especially toward prisoners. 
Importantly, though, Hutchinson did not exist in the same atmosphere of religious 
‘othering’ as the Parliamentarian soldiers. She was not the targeted audience of the 
pocket bibles, catechisms, sermons, and banners. 
 
Nonetheless, this thesis has shown the circumstances in which enemies of God 
experienced violence that may have been prompted by religious difference. The 
massacre at Hopton Castle illustrates that prisoners could be massacred after they had 
surrendered, and, according to Edward Symmons, it was due to their religious 
                                                
2 Laurence, Parliamentary Army Chaplains, 161. 
3 Lucy Hutchinson, Memoirs of the Life of Colonel Hutchinson, With a Fragment of an Autobiography 
of Mrs. Hutchinson, ed. James Sutherland (London: Oxford University Press, 1973), 99. 
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difference and blasphemous actions. In circumstances such as Naseby or Basing 
House, the violence toward a religious ‘other’ was even publicly and loudly 
celebrated by army chaplains and propagandists. The case studies – massacres at 
Birmgingham, Hopton Castle, Bolton, Marston Moor, Naseby, and Basing House – 
represent the instances in which religion was most likely to have caused the violence. 
Indeed, the atmosphere of religious difference existed throughout the civil war and 
several other massacres could be attributed to the same mentality.4  
 
However, I.M. Green asks an important question:  
once war had started, how far were the continued bloodshed and 
destruction the result of religious imperatives, and how far were they due 
to military imperatives of the ‘kill or be killed’ variety?5  
 
Charles Selengut provides an answer, elucidating that there is a “unique confluence of 
history, religion, politics, and group psychology that gives rise to religious violence”.6 
Herein lies the explanation for the causes of religious violence. Religious violence 
could occur at the meeting of several, or some, issues such as religion and politics, 
religion and group psychology (mentality), and religion and history (meaning 
contested cultural history). Rather than delineating between what was religious 
violence or what could equally be explained with siege or group mentality, blood lust, 
or an engagement’s propensity to end in massacre, it is important to note that Selengut 
sees a connection amongst them all. And, in the six massacres addressed here, there 
was certainly a confluence of several causes of extreme violence. But religion acted 
as the overarching marker of difference and as a reason to hate and fight the enemy. 
                                                
4 Will Coster has provided a list of massacres that occurred at Abbotsbury, Barthomley, Basing House, 
Bradford, Burton-on-Trent, Canon Frome, Cheriton, Holt Castle, Howley Hall, Leicester, Marston 
Moor, Naseby, Newcastle, Preston, and Shrewsbury. Coster, “Massacre and Codes of Conduct in the 
English Civil War,” 92. There were possibly massacres at Brentford, Cirencester, Aldermaston, Alton, 
Lostwithiel, and Shelford. If the prevalence of atrocities were also added to a list of violent acts that 
were potentially caused by religious difference, the total would increase significantly. Stoyle has 
vigorously analysed the instances of violence toward ‘Irish’ (Royalist) camp-followers at Brentford, 
Newbury, Lyme, and Naseby, and against Parliamentarian camp-followers at Lostwithiel – each 
exhibiting varying levels of atrocity or massacre. In these instances, there is a strong case for the 
connection between gender correction, witchcraft, and religious violence. Stoyle, “The Road to 
Farndon Field: Explaining the Massacre of Royalist Women at Naseby,” 908; 912; 916-18. Evidently 
there are many events that could be explained by religious difference, but, far too many to address here. 
As this thesis forms part of a larger project, these massacres will be researched and analysed in further 
detail elsewhere. It may be that similar links of ‘othering’ language, and subsequent violence, can be 
found among the larger list of atrocities and massacres, and such a study may add depth to 
understandings of the level of violence and style of warfare of the civil war. 
5 Green, “‘England’s Wars of Religion’? Religious Conflict and the English Civil Wars,” 113. 
6 Selengut, Sacred Fury: Understanding Religious Violence, 8; 12. 
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In the case of the civil war, England was split into two divergent parties with two 
different understandings of ‘the true Protestant religion’. Although these two groups 
may have not contained an internal religious cohesion, they were brought together by 
what they opposed. The war was fought against those who were perceived to have a 
more dangerous view of the state religion. The war was then fought, in part, to stamp 
out heresy and to remove a perceived threat to ‘the true Protestant religion’. Ronald 
Ashe importantly suggests that if violence was a process “of sanctification”, or of 
“sacralisation”, it was a religious war. Religious violence occurs when “violence 
becomes part of a cleansing ritual whereby the stains which heresy or idolatry have 
left on the body politic are wiped out”.7 There are significant correlations between 
this statement and the civil war.  
 
Crucially here, it is important to reiterate Hill’s evidence that religion in the 
seventeenth-century was ubiquitous, it acted as a backdrop to people’s experiences, 
and it dictated how they perceived the world and their actions.8 It is then no surprise 
that, when soldiers killed in battles or sieges, committing atrocities or massacres, 
religion was one of the frameworks by which they understood their war. It validated 
and absolved their actions, indeed, it prompted them, and it may have been the major 
cause they fought to maintain. Sir Henry Slingsby was forced to hide in his home in 
North Yorkshire after surrender in 1646, fearing retribution from local 
Parliamentarians. Slingsby reflected on the war in his Diary, and hoped, “God keep us 
out of yr [parliament’s] hands.” After surrender, he had been pressed to take the 
Negative Oath and Covenant, but “The one makes me renounce my allegiance; ye 
other my religion.”9 To Slingsby, his duty to the king and religious belief were the 
two most important causes for war; both had been inextricably linked, and both, by 
1646, seemed irrevocably lost. The religious war had paused, but to Slingsby it had 
remained unresolved. 
                                                
7 Ronald G. Asch, “Sacred Kingship in France and England in the Age of the Wars of Religion: From 
Disenchantment to Re-Enchantment?,” in England’s Wars of Religion, Revisited, eds. Charles W.A. 
Prior and Glenn Burgess (Farnham, England: Ashgate, 2011), 28-29. 
8 Hill, The English Bible and the Seventeenth-Century Revolution, chapter one. 
9 Slingsby could not abide the hypocrisy, suggesting that parliament “would have me conform to yt 
faith or the definition of faith & religion wch you have made!” This had been the very reason parliament 
waged war against the king, to achieve freedom from religious impositions. Slingsby, The Diary of Sir 
Henry Slingsby, 118-21. 
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